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ABSTRACT 
THE SEARCH FOR "HIGHER EDUCATION" AS AN ACADEMIC 
FIELD OF STUDY 
MAY 1991 
TERRY ANNE VIGIL, A. B., BROWN UNIVERSITY 
M.R.P., SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor David Schuman 
The research centered on an examination of whether or 
not the topic of "higher education" has become an academic 
field of study. 
First, an historical analysis of the evolution of the 
academic study of higher education uncovered two threads 
that have continued up to the present. One thread consisted 
of those throughout academia who have studied the topic of 
"higher education" but were uninterested in forming it into 
an academic field of study. The other thread consisted of 
those within or affiliated with schools of education, who 
have' attempted to form the study of "higher education" into 
an academic field. The latter have variously conceived of 
"higher education" as either an academic discipline, 
professional field, or some amalgam. They have not achieved 
a consensus among themselves as to how to proceed, nor have 
they gained significant recognition from the rest of 
academia. 
Secondly, a comprehensive review of two literatures was 
undertaken. The first dealt with conscious attempts to form 
vi 
higher education into an academic field and the second 
included most of what has been written about the topic of 
higher education from 1960 to 1990. Based on these two 
literature reviews, it was determined that a cohesive body 
of knowledge and distinct theory base have not been formed. 
Thirdly, a series of in-depth, unstructured interviews 
were conducted with seven faculty from three different 
higher education programs. It was found that these faculty 
were interested in developing their own academic programs, 
but had no larger interest in forming an academic field of 
study. Hence, those who would make "higher education" into 
an academic field had not greatly influenced those 
interviewed. 
It was determined that an academic field had not been 
formed. There are no distinct theories of higher education 
- all academic analyses of the topic are conducted through 
the lens of a wide range of disciplines and professions. 
This is good, since all of academia should be able to be 
involved in the academic study of higher education. New 
ways for encouraging that involvement are put forth in the 
conclusion. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As its title implies, this dissertation has become a 
quest. In the introduction, I will explain how the quest 
began, what shape it took and how the major themes of the 
chapters evolved. 
Why This Study? 
The first time I heard the term "academic discipline" 
was as a girl, when I was told that my father was someone 
called a Vice Chancellor for the Academic Disciplines. 
Straightway, I found out that this "discipline" did not mean 
"punishment," but it meant "a branch of knowledge or of 
teaching." I was relieved to hear that. Later I learned 
that, through middle English back to old French and from 
there to Latin, the original meaning of "discipline" had 
always been "instruction, knowledge." The discipulus (Latin 
for disciple) was a student as I was and still am. 
Discipline was associated with the sustained self-discipline 
required to master a complex subject. Only somewhat later 
haH "discipline" also come to be associated with punishment. 
As I entered college, and later graduate school, I 
maintained my fascination with understanding just what the 
academic disciplines were. In Sociology of Knowledge, 
Linguistics, Anthropology, and History courses, I began to 
encounter theories that suggested that different cultures 
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and societies had profoundly different ways of knowing and 
thinking - and that our very language itself shapes how we 
view reality. The academic disciplines, then, were 
reflections of a process of knowledge development and re¬ 
creation that was continuous and often quite different for 
various peoples and times. 
Eventually, I became a college administrator whose 
greatest joy was working with faculty in developing new 
academic programs and projects. It was clear that in order 
to be a full-fledged member of "academia," however, I needed 
to go back to graduate school and become Dr. Vigil. So I 
entered the Higher Education* program in the School of 
Education at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. 
Rather than go back and pursue an academic discipline, I 
deliberately chose to study what I was currently doing and 
enjoying - higher education administration - or at least 
that is what I thought I would be doing. I didn't realize 
that, once more, I would be pursuing my quest for a better 
understanding of the academic disciplines and of knowledge 
itself. 
The program was unstructured and theoretical in focus - 
the "hands-on" courses in university budgeting, student 
personnel, and administrative practices that I had thought 
w*ere going to be there were not to be found. By most happy 
*To avoid confusion. Higher Education capitalized 
refers to the study of the institution of higher education. 
Not capitalized, it will refer to the institution of higher 
education itself. 
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coincidence, I was assigned Dr. David Schuman as my advisor. 
A political scientist who had written numerous political 
science books and only one on higher education, his very 
presence in the program further rattled my preconceived 
notions about what the study of Higher Education should be. 
I eventually took every David Schuman course I could 
fit into my schedule. With a strong background in political 
philosophy, it was only natural that he offered courses that 
reflected that interest and understanding. We studied 
Plato, Machiavelli, de Tocqueville, a whole series of 
philosophers including Heidegger and Nietzsche, many works 
of Hannah Arendt, and Jean Paul Sartre. From reading the 
books and from the discussions that followed, we all were 
gaining a better understanding not only of who we were as 
Americans, but also of how our higher education system had 
evolved and why. We thought about American conceptions of 
quality and equality and what those ideas meant for higher 
education. 
Jean Paul Sartre's Search for a Method, after three 
readings, began to affect how I viewed my graduate study and 
the entire program of Higher Education. Sartre talks of the 
"idealism of a Western thinker" who refuses "to develop 
certain themes already present" (Sartre, 1963, p. 116). I 
determined to try and discover what themes were already 
present in the study of Higher Education. I also wanted to 
know what it would mean to develop them further. I began to 
ask the faculty questions: how has the study of Higher 
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Education evolved? Is it "Higher Education Studies" or 
"Higher Education Administration" or something else 
altogether? How does it relate to the academic disciplines? 
If it isn't one, then what is it? Is it a multi¬ 
disciplinary program? If so, then why are major thinkers 
like Gerald Platt^ in the Sociology Department at the 
University of Massachusetts not involved with the Higher 
Education program in some way? We appeared a bit cut off 
from the rest of the University and yet it was "the 
university" writ large that we were supposed to be studying. 
I began to wonder if the situation at the University of 
Massachusetts was unique. How was Higher Education being 
taught and approached in other universities? Who and where 
were these people who studied Higher Education and when had 
they begun to do so? What were the underlying themes that 
had moved them? Where should I begin? 
Purpose of the Dissertation 
As my search continued, I decided to focus my 
dissertation inquiry on determining whether or not Higher 
Education had been or could be developed into either an 
academic discipline, profession, or "newly emergent field."* 
Then I would try to see what it meant either if Higher 
Education had developed into such a field or if it hadn't 
done so. In order to begin to understand what type of field 
*The term "newly emergent field" was one I decided on 
after a great deal of thought and struggle - as will be seen 
in the next section of the Introduction. 
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it might be, I decided to go back to the academic 
disciplines and from there to what Michel Foucault terms 
"the archaeology of knowledge" (Foucault, 1973, p. 345). I 
traced the emergence of the social sciences and the study of 
education in the United States - beginning just after the 
Civil War when what had been termed "moral philosophy" 
(Buck, 1965) began to subdivide into many new areas of 
knowledge. I particularly focused on psychology and 
sociology because each, in turn, has greatly influenced the 
study of education. 
As Hannah Arendt has pointed out in The Human Condition 
(1958), the modern view of knowledge changed over a 300-year 
period, from the time of Galileo's discoveries to the 
nineteenth century. The underlying doubt about what is real 
and what is true that had begun to surface with Descartes' 
writings was transformed into a need to be exact and precise 
in the acquiring of further knowledge. Arendt's premise is 
that, as the possibility of obtaining truth receded, the 
need for man to be truthful increased. One expression of 
this need was the new scientific method which was eventually 
transferred to the study of human beings during the 
nineteenth century. This type of study (as opposed to the 
older moral philosophy) was a natural response to the 
evolutionary theories of the mid-nineteenth century. The 
result became what was called the social sciences. 
In examining the further evolution of the social 
sciences, I then discovered that "the social contours of 
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formal learning reflect not simply institutional 
arrangements - memberships in societies, editorships of 
journals and the like - but a less visible structure of 
group identity based on intellectual commitment” (Oleson & 
Voss, 1979, p. 447). For instance, psychology emerged as an 
academic discipline from just such intellectual commitment. 
Early psychologists began to apply physiology's scientific 
and technical methods to answer such philosophical questions 
as "what is man?" and "why does man think?" I studied the 
evolution of the various branches of psychology and noted 
that each was focused on certain underlying philosophical 
assumptions that were then examined through a variety of 
theoretical frameworks. Ultimately, a common base of 
knowledge, theory, and understanding was built (Schultz, 
1982) . All academic disciplines have developed by forming a 
unique body of knowledge and theory, just as psychology did. 
Sociology was another academic discipline that strongly 
influenced the development of the field of education. In 
exam'ining sociology, I learned not only how it had 
influenced the study of education, but I also gained 
additional insights into how academic disciplines are 
formed. For example, the early sociologists were absorbed 
with developing new intellectual territories. But, at some 
point in the early twentieth century, as departments of 
sociology emerged and the discipline became more 
established, sociologists shifted focus and concentrated on 
"holding and justifying the discipline and establishing 
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boundaries around it" (Martindale, 1960, p. 212). This 
effort to establish boundaries continued for most academic 
disciplines. Between these boundaries new subdisciplines 
and inter-disciplinary fields often form. 
In the case of sociology, it has formed a number of 
sub-fields that relate to other fields of study, such as the 
sociology of education. Education, on the other hand, has 
made use of a wide range of research techniques, both 
quantitative and qualitative, that were first developed by 
sociologists studying a variety of topic areas, including 
Higher Education. In addition, education has derived 
theories and research techniques from both the disciplines 
of psychology and sociology as well as many other fields of 
study. In this respect, education resembles a professional 
field, where the knowledge and methods of the academic 
disciplines are then applied to practical ends (i.e., the 
knowledge necessary to be a good administrator or teacher). 
However, the more I learned about the study of 
education, the more I found it to be multi-faceted and 
amorphous, having some of the characteristics of a 
profession, a vocation, and an academic discipline. 
Education was a composite field of study, including such 
widely differing fields as educational psychology, school 
administration and educational testing and measurements. In 
short, unlike faculty in academic disciplines like sociology 
and psychology, those in education have not clearly 
delimited their intellectual territory (Katz, 1966). Some 
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education faculty are primarily concerned with the 
professional education of teachers and administrators, 
others with such discipline-based activities as the history 
of education or the philosophy of education and still others 
with such applied fields as organizational behavior as it 
relates to education. 
Not surprisingly, being located within Schools of 
Education which encompass such a wide and amorphous field of 
study, the faculty who first tried to form Higher Education 
into an academic field had difficulty providing it with a 
clear focus and purpose as either an academic discipline or 
profession. Adding to their difficulty was the fact that 
other faculty and college administrators had been studying 
higher education and were continuing to do so, even as the 
Education School faculty tried to form Higher Education into 
an academic field. 
As I examined the work of Higher Education program 
faculty from the 1920s to 1990, I found that their attempts 
at forming an academic field have been further complicated 
by the fact that the rest of academia continues to study 
their topic. From the nineteenth century on, academic 
fields have been formed by a "consensus of the competent" 
(Haskell, 1977, p. 238). Did that mean that Higher 
Education program faculty had to involve the rest of 
academia in their effort to form an academic field? How 
could they do that? I began to see the study of higher 
education like a piece of music: the major theme centered 
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on the work of those actively seeking to make Higher 
Education into an academic field, while the minor theme 
focused on how the rest of academia was studying colleges 
and universities. 
Scope of the Dissertation 
To talk about everything that has been written about 
higher education and then try to see whether it forms some 
type of field of study would be a nearly impossible task. 
Thus, I developed a contrapuntal^ format for the disserta¬ 
tion, juxtaposing the major and minor themes and examining 
the tension between them. It enabled me to get beyond such 
mindless assumptions as: "there's a lot written about 
higher education, therefore it must be an academic field" or 
"there are Higher Education programs, therefore Higher 
Education must be an emerging field." 
In fact, a "program of Higher Education" in a school of 
education in a complex university merely indicates that the 
subject matter of the program's teaching and research deals 
with'the institution of higher education in some fashion. 
It tells us nothing about the academic qualifications of its 
faculty members and nothing about a particular intellectual 
perspective or methodology. It tells us nothing about the 
professional purposes of its degree programs. None of these 
fundamental characteristics of an academic field are 
implicit in the term "Higher Education." I began to see 
why, when various faculty in the academic disciplines and 
professions had asked me. "What field is your doctoral 
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program in?” my reply, "Higher Education," more often than 
not, received an uncomprehending look. If I tried, "Higher 
Ed Administration," the look wasn't much better. 
In order, then, to provide some frame of reference for 
my search for Higher Education as an academic field of 
study, I decided to define "academic field" first. I have 
defined "academic field" narrowly to mean either an 
"academic discipline," "profession," or a "newly emergent 
field" with a distinct body of knowledge and theory base. 
Those wishing to form Higher Education into an academic 
field of study have tried to make it into all three types at 
one time or another. 
Before defining the three types of academic fields, I 
would like to explain a bit about how I came to the term 
"newly emergent field": During the past 25 years, a number 
of new areas, or "fields" of study, have evolved. They are 
not professional fields and they are not structured quite 
like the traditional academic disciplines, yet they do 
embody new theories and new ways of looking at the world and 
of creating knowledge. In short, the faculty.working in 
these areas have a unique perspective that informs their 
work. For, as Pat Gumport notes, "informal networks may 
dramatically influence the development of knowledge, as 
appears to have been the case in feminist scholarship" 
(Gumport, 1988, p. 54). She adds that "such networks create 
a space in which to formulate and discuss new questions, 
thereby providing a new scholarly community to stimulate 
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ideas outside the traditional boundaries of 'legitimate' 
disciplinary discourse" (p. 54). There is often something 
very passionate and exciting about this kind of work. I 
struggled to find an appropriate name for it and finally 
settled on "newly emergent field" for want of a better term. 
The following, then, are definitions for "academic 
discipline," "profession," and "newly emergent field" as 
well as for "Higher Educator" (since in the dissertation I 
refer to "leading Higher Educators" as the ones who tried to 
form Higher Education into an academic field). 
Academic discipline - a field of study with a unique 
theory base, research techniques, and body of knowledge. 
Note, however, that some academic disciplines share certain 
common interests and so have made use of similar research 
techniques (example: ethnographic studies first developed by 
anthropologists have been adapted by sociologists for 
certain sociological studies). Nevertheless, despite areas 
of overlap, each academic discipline also contains certain 
theories and knowledge that are uniquely its own. 
Profession - a field of study which has as its purpose 
the training of individuals for work in a particular 
profession. Professional studies apply theories and 
knowledge developed by the academic disciplines to the 
particular needs of a profession. For example, a clinical 
psychologist makes use of psychological theory in his or her 
practice counseling patients. In addition, the clinical 
psychologist is taught certain professional techniques such 
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as specific ways in which patients are listened to and 
spoken to. These techniques vary depending on the 
psychological theories employed. 
Newly emergent field - a field of study centered on a 
topic, which is then studied through methods derived from 
several disciplines as well as through newly developed 
methods and theories. Underlying the field is a vision and 
rationale which, over time, generates new ways of looking at 
things that are unique to that field, but may also influence 
other fields of study. For example, women's studies arose 
from a political and intellectual need to undertake 
scholarly research about women. Its fruits include new 
methods for doing research and new focuses for study.^ 
Higher Educator - an individual, within or affiliated 
with Higher Education programs in Schools of Education, 
whose primary interest is the academic study of Higher 
Education. 
Research Strategy and Overview of the Dissertation 
As I undertook my research, I continually measured the 
efforts of the Higher Educators against these definitions of 
an academic discipline, profession and newly emergent field 
to see whether or not the Higher Educators were succeeding 
in forming the study of Higher Education into some type of 
academic field. In developing my analysis, I made use of 
several different research techniques. First, I traced the 
evolution of Higher Education study from an historical 
perspective, to see what ideas and issues shaped its 
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development. Secondly, I examined much of the literature 
and research about institutions of higher education to see 
whether a unique and cohesive body of knowledge and theory 
had been formed. Finally, I interviewed Higher Education 
program faculty to see whether or not they thought about 
Higher Education as an academic field. The research tool I 
used was that of unstructured interviews. This qualitative 
research method was first used in psychology, sociology and 
a number of other social sciences before being adopted by 
those in education (Kahn & Cannell, 1963). 
My research strategy reflects the opportunity to use 
diverse research methods that comes from studying a multi¬ 
faceted topic like Higher Education. I chose this 
particular research strategy for a number of reasons: 
First, it explores new territory: While others have 
tried to determine whether Higher Education is an academic 
field of study or not, no one has examined its historical 
origins more than superficially. In addition, few have 
looked at a wide range of literature and research in Higher 
Education to ascertain specifically whether it was evolving 
into an academic field.^ So, too, no one examining Higher 
Education as a field of study has made use of extended, non- 
structured interviews with Higher Education faculty. The 
faculty interviews provided new insights into what was 
happening in practice and how that did or didn't reflect the 
interests of leading Higher Educators who wanted to form 
Higher Education into an academic field. 
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Second, each aspect of the research is designed to shed 
light on what it means to form an academic field and whether 
or not Higher Educators have done so. Each chapter explores 
a specific facet of this quest. In addition, each chapter 
is designed to juxtapose the major and minor themes of the 
dissertation in order to better understand in what way they 
may or may not have influenced each other: 
Chapter 1 argues that there are two major approaches to 
the study of higher education; the first comprises all of 
academia and is often centered around larger issues such as 
what constitutes a liberal education. This approach is 
unrelated to forming a field, whereas the second approach, 
located primarily in Schools of Education, is focused on 
forming Higher Education into an academic field. The late 
nineteenth/early twentieth century antecedents of both 
approaches are then examined to better understand their 
impact on the later development of Higher Education 
programs. 
Chapter 2 explores the period from 1920 to 1970, when 
Education Schools developed programs to study Higher 
Education. These programs were largely isolated from and 
unrecognized by the rest of the University. The chapter 
examines why all this happened and why, despite the Higher 
Educators' attempts to form an academic field, the rest of 
academia continued to study itself. 
Chapter 3 examines the literature and research in 
Higher Education conducted during the past 30 years noting 
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that many, but not all, of the most influential and widely 
recognized works have been written by individuals not 
associated with Higher Education programs. The question of 
whether or not Higher Education study has a coherent body of 
knowledge and theory is explored and some answers put forth. 
Chapter 4 analyzes recent political and institutional 
attempts to make Higher Education into an academic field. 
It is found that leading Higher Educators still have not 
formed a consensus about what type of academic field they 
are trying to develop. This has made it difficult for them 
to explain their purpose to each other and to the rest of 
academia. 
Chapter 5 presents interviews with faculty in three 
Higher Education programs. The faculty interviewed have a 
diversity of interests. But none are centered on forming 
Higher Education into an academic field. 
Chapter 6 concludes that, for many reasons. Higher 
Educators have not been able to form Higher Education into 
an academic field. Far from being dismayed by this 
conclusion, I saw how apt it was, since the existence of a 
well-defined academic field called "Higher Education" could 
have meant that only those with degrees in that field would 
be recognized as "experts" in the academic study of higher 
education. Yet everyone in academia should be able to 
examine and ponder the history of higher education, the 
organizational structure of colleges and universities, the 
nature of what is taught, and many other facets of higher 
15 
education. This chapter contains further thoughts on what 
all this means for the present and future study of Higher 
Education. 
Endnotes 
1. Gerald M. platt co-authored The American University 
with Talcott Parsons in 1973. 
2. Contrapuntal or counterpoint is defined as "the musical 
technique of combining two or more melodic lines in 
such a way that they establish a harmonic relationship 
while retaining their linear individuality." (The 
American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language. 
William Morris, ed. 1973, p. 304). 
3. Furthermore, "feminist theory . . . systematically 
questions both the objects of analysis and the 
epistemological claims of virtually every traditional 
discipline." (Change, May, June, 1990, p. 30). 
4. However, a number of scholars have examined aspects of 
the literature related to higher education. Most 
notable are the many works by Burton Clark (see 
Bibliography). Clark, a sociologist, emphasizes making 
use of perspectives from a wide range of fields to 
illuminate our understanding of higher education, 
rather than developing a new academic discipline or 
profession. 
It should be noted that while reviewing the 
literature on Higher Education as a field of study, I 
also talked with a number of individuals teaching and 
studying Higher Education. I assumed the role of 
participant observer at the Association for the Study 
of Higher Education, American Educational Research 
Association and other related conferences. These 
activities were intended to help me better identify 
some of the books, articles, and authors considered to 
be central to the study of Higher Education. This 
latter was no easy task, however, as every professor 
appeared to have his or her own list of preferred 
works. I realized as I read book after book that the 
list would be endless. The various Handbooks on 
Research in Higher Education, the ASHE curricula and 
other references were helpful to a point, but all led 
to the same conclusion: there are myriad ways to teach 
and write about Higher Education, depending upon one's 
academic background and perspective on life. 
16 
CHAPTER 1 
ORIGINS OF TWO DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES (1870-1920) 
. . . though one cannot know truth as something 
given and disclosed, man can at least know what he 
makes himself. This, indeed, became the most 
general and most generally accepted attitude of 
the modern age, and it is this conviction, rather 
than the doubt underlying it, that propelled one 
generation after another for more than three 
hundred years into an ever-quickening pace of 
discovery and development. (Hannah Arendt, The 
Human Condition, pp. 282-283) 
This dissertation is about the study of Higher 
Education and how it has evolved. The fundamental question 
of the dissertation is: has Higher Education evolved into 
an academic field of study and what does it mean if it has 
or has not? In order to answer this question, it is 
important to first learn what early thinkers, philosophers, 
and academics believed about the purposes of colleges and 
universities long before anyone ever considered forming 
Higher Education into an academic field of study. We need 
to determine if those early thinkers laid a foundation for 
further study of any kind. 
It is equally important to learn about the formation of 
university Schools of Education, because faculty within 
those Schools were the first to begin to try to form Higher 
Education into an academic field of study. 
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Thus, this chapter explores the antecedents of these 
two very different approaches to the study of Higher 
Education. The first half of the chapter examines the 
university-wide inquiry into the nature of higher education. 
The second half of the chapter deals with the emergence of 
education as a field and its potential effect on the 
academic study of Higher Education. Much of this chapter, 
then, includes the history of how certain critical thinkers 
evaluated the purposes of higher education and/or were 
interested in forming education (K-12) into a field. 
Finally, this chapter concludes with how these two 
approaches affect the later development of the academic 
study of Higher Education. 
The Knowledge Explosion and the Transformation of 
Colleges and Universities in the Nineteenth Century 
Long before there were "professors of Higher 
Education," thinkers spoke and wrote about "higher 
education" and the "higher learning." In 1908, Irving 
Babbitt, a professor of French Literature, wrote that 
philosophers from Plato to Bacon to Rousseau and beyond had 
written and thought about higher education and its meaning 
(Babbitt, 1986). He fought to preserve a fairly narrowly 
prescribed college curriculum and decried efforts to broaden 
it, attributing such efforts to the influence of Rousseau 
and his intellectual descendants.^ 
During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 
individuals who were thinking and writing about higher 
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education did so largely in isolation from the pedagogists 
whose focus was on elementary and secondary education. One 
exception was the interest in improving K-12 education held 
by a number of college faculty and presidents who desired 
better prepared college freshmen. President Eliot of 
Harvard was a perfect example of this type of individual. 
Although wary of pedagogy as a field of study, he supported 
its institutionalization as a department within the 
university in order to strengthen the preparation of 
students for college entrance. On the other hand, he never 
supported the institutionalization of the study of Higher 
Education, but rather participated in an ongoing analysis of 
the means and ends of higher education. He was instrumental 
in shaping college and university education at the turn of 
the century through his introduction of curricular reforms 
such as the elective system. 
In the period of time between the close of the Civil 
War and the entrance of the United States into World War I, 
a remarkable change occurred in the structure of academic 
knowledge in America. What was taught, how it was taught, 
and by whom it was taught changed dramatically. What before 
and during the Civil War had been referred to as "moral 
philosophy,"^ became subdivided into many distinct academic 
disciplines including philosophy, economics, political 
science, sociology, and psychology (Kuklick, Bruce, 1977). 
During this time, education emerged as a field of study from 
psychology. Higher Education did not emerge yet as a 
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distinct academic program. However, as colleges and 
universities grew and changed dramatically to support and 
accommodate the ever-proliferating new fields of knowledge, 
faculty and administrators talked about how this growth 
should occur. 
In every country, disciplines developed and were 
defined in somewhat different ways. For instance, while 
sociology was a clearly recognized academic discipline in 
the United States prior to World War I, it did not gain that 
status in Germany until well after the war. In early to 
mid-nineteenth century America, "there was a limited notion 
of an academic discipline - a branch of knowledge with a 
certain informational content requiring a special expertise, 
training in certain methods, the inculcation of appropriate 
rules of conduct" (Bruce Kuklick, 1977, p. 243). The Yale 
Report of 1828 viewed "discipline" as "discipline of the 
mind." It linked different forms of mental discipline with 
different subject areas, but continually emphasized the 
integration of knowledge and not its subdivision. A tension 
began to arise between the desire to see knowledge as a 
whole and the rapid growth and subdivision of knowledge 
first in the sciences and then in other areas as well. 
In the social sciences, thinkers like Francis E. Abbot 
and Charles S. Pierce proposed, in the late 1870s, that a 
"consensus of the competent" was emerging. This approach to 
knowledge was able to replace the old concept of mental 
disciplines with the new one of the academic disciplines. 
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because a new idea of truth was emerging: "The truth, and, 
hence, reality itself, was accessible only to a community of 
inquirers, infinite in number, and capable of carrying on 
inquiry for an infinitely long time" (Haskell, 1977, p. 
238). In other words, no one community of inquirers had a 
lock on the truth. 
The previous God-centered view of knowledge as 
inseparable from truth and therefore as fitting into a 
seamless whole, was replaced by a series of separate, though 
often related, inquiries reaching toward truth, but never 
fully able to attain it. In order to develop a measure of 
certainty, the framework of the academic discipline 
comprised of a community of scholars, focusing on a 
particular subject area and using similar approaches, 
theories, assumptions, and knowledge base, provided 
academics with a new structure in which to function. If 
knowledge was no longer linked to the Absolute, then some 
other form of authority needed to be found and the academic 
discipline provided that authority. 
According to the historian, Laurence Veysey (1965), the 
remarkable growth of the disciplines in America occurred 
over a very short two- to three-decade period in the late 
nineteenth century. "Traditional subjects were sub¬ 
dividing, new ones were opening up, and all were hurtling 
full-speed down the path of ever greater specialization" 
(Sloan, 1971, p. 246). Classics was the first to form a 
national society; philosophy was the last (actually, once 
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all the other disciplines that it spawned had emerged and 
formed their own national organizations, then what was left 
of philosophy organized). Veysey attributed the rapid 
emergence of the academic disciplines in the United States 
to a series of factors including: the desire of young 
faculty to move into new more successful career paths, the 
rise of academic departments to support the growth of the 
new disciplines, and the time lag between the slower growth 
of knowledge in Europe and its later and more rapid 
expansion in America (Veysey, pp. 321-322). Nevertheless, 
none of this subdividing would have occurred, had a new view 
of knowledge not emerged. As absolute truth began to recede 
in the minds of academics, then a need grew to continually 
search for new truths and new ways of understanding reality 
and mankind. The era of the social sciences, which were 
predicated on the study of humanity, had arrived. 
As the academic disciplines emerged, so did the 
professions of medicine, law, and engineering as well as 
numerous vocational fields of study. The university 
assimilated all of these new areas of study. 
As knowledge changed and as society's views of what 
colleges and universities should be teaching also began to 
change, new approaches to the curriculum were developed. 
Much thought was centered around the curriculum, but no one 
proposed to make such considerations into a field of study. 
Neither Cardinal Newman, nor President Wayland,^ of Brown 
University, were interested in making the study of Higher 
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Education into an academic discipline. They thought and 
wrote about higher education because they were involved in 
establishing and presiding over institutions of higher 
education. German scholars like Friedrich Schelling 
lectured and wrote about higher education, because they were 
concerned about the general course of study at the 
university level.^ 
Schelling grounded his thoughts in his philosophy (he 
was a contemporary of Hegel's), but his central concern was 
with what the student would be studying. He despaired of 
the fragmentation of knowledge that had already begun in 
Europe. He also worried that "science ceases to be science 
the moment it is degraded to a mere means, rather than 
furthered for its own sake" (p. 23). These sentiments would 
be echoed by Newman at mid-century in his classic. The Idea 
of a University.^ 
In addition, higher education was considered by some 
thinkers to be part of the larger social and political 
context, as when de Tocqueville indicated that, in America, 
As soon as the multitude begins to take an 
interest in the labors of the mind, it finds out 
that to excel in some of them is a powerful means 
of acquiring fame, power, or wealth. The restless 
ambition that equality begets instantly takes this 
direction. . . . The number of those who cultivate 
science, letters, and the arts, becomes immense. . 
. .It is therefore not true to assert that men 
living in democratic times are naturally 
indifferent to science, literature, and the arts; 
only it must be acknowledged that they cultivate 
them after their own fashion and bring to the task 
their own peculiar qualifications and 
deficiencies. (Democracy in America. 1945, Vol. 
2, p. 41) 
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As the nineteenth century drew to a close, debates 
concerning the nature of higher education continued. In the 
1880s, President Eliot of Harvard University and President 
McCosh of Princeton University debated each other concerning 
how open or closed the college curriculum should be. Their 
arguments were quoted in both scholarly and popular 
periodicals of the day.® President Eliot was nationally 
known and became widely quoted in the press - particularly 
after he retired from Harvard in 1909. He was Chairman of 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and 
later left for a position with the General Education Board 
(Rockefeller sponsored)Abraham Flexner, another critic 
and advocate of both K-12 education and higher education 
also worked at the GEB. 
If Eliot, to oversimplify, stood for many of the new 
changes in American higher education, like graduate 
education and the offering of electives, then Irving Babbitt 
was his opposite. Babbitt tried to counter the emerging 
dominance of science in the twentieth century by advocating 
a re-emphasis on what he termed "the New Humanism" or 
"American Humanism."® He associated Eliot with supporting 
the relentless advance of scientific and other knowledge and 
rather cuttingly indicated that 
the belief in progress in its more naive form is 
still held by multitudes, especially in America. 
It may be doubted, however, whether, in the 
future, anyone of a distinction comparcible to that 
of President Eliot will be cible to hold it with 
the same blend of confidence. (Babbitt, 1929, 
p. 2) 
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Babbitt and his colleagues stood for "quality” as 
defined by an "aristocracy of character and intelligence” 
(Babbitt, pp. 26-27).® Edmund J. James, President of the 
University of Illinois, represented a third part in the 
dialogue about higher education. From the standpoint of the 
land grant universities, he wrote that they "could make [the 
student] a scholar and investigator, a thinker and a patriot 
- and educated gentleman” (James, 1905, p. 615). 
Furthermore, he envisioned the state university as a "great 
civil service academy” - which also trained teachers and 
school administrators (James, p. 625). 
Eventually, college and university presidents began to 
write books about higher education. One of the most 
prolific, Charles Franklin Thwing, wrote both while he was 
President of Western Reserve University and later as 
President Emeritus. In all, he wrote close to 30 books, 
most of which dealt with the subject of higher education. 
Thwing wrote on subjects as diverse as the college 
presidency, college life, college women, and universities of 
the world. As higher education became more complex and 
diversified, the scope of his writings reflected the ever- 
widening range of topics that could be related to higher 
education. 
The scholarly dialogue about the nature of colleges and 
universities was expanding to include a more general 
discussion of how colleges were structured and administered. 
Just as each academic discipline developed through a 
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"consensus of the competent," so there was a more general 
sense that universities were emerging as complex 
institutions structured to support the many new areas of 
study that were being formed. 
Yet, neither Thwing, nor his compatriots spoke of 
developing a field of Higher Education.^® The nature of the 
university was debated by everyone within it. As new fields 
of study emerged, the university became more inclusive, 
attracting a wider range of students and faculty. During 
this time of great intellectual and social change, it was 
just assumed by all that the discussion about the 
university, its purpose and mission, still belonged to 
everyone engaged in higher education. 
The Study of Pedagogy and the Emergence of Schools 
of Education in Universities 
Despite the general sense that everyone in academia 
could understand the nature of higher education, programs 
focusing exclusively on the study of Higher Education began 
to emerge in Schools of Education around 1920. The 
educationists' approach to the study of Higher Education was 
influenced by the way in which they developed the larger 
field of education from 1890 to 1920. What follows, then, 
is an examination of how education evolved as a field of 
study within the university in order to better understand 
its impact on the later development of Higher Education 
programs. 
The study of pedagogy^^ first emerged within the 
university as part of psychology departments. The 
pedagogists focused on the study of the child's mental 
development in order to derive teaching techniques from 
certain psychological theories about how children learned. 
This initial focus of pedagogy resulted, in part, from the 
emphasis placed on elementary school teaching by most normal 
schools. 
The Herbartian method that was quite influential in the 
late nineteenth and twentieth centuries in America typifies 
the ways in which educational theory developed at that time. 
The German, Johann Friedrich Herbert (1776-1841), was 
influenced by the associationist psychology of the British 
empiricists. As part of that psychology, it was assumed 
that individuals grow and learn by associating new concepts 
with previously learned concepts. In order to facilitate 
this type of learning, he developed a five-step approach, 
which ultimately was summarized by his followers as: 
preparation, presentation, association, generalization, and 
application (DeGarmo, 1896). A Herbartian society was 
formed in the United States and many of the early 
pedagogists in normal schools and the newly formed 
university departments of psychology followed the Herbartian 
system. But, as with any such system, it began to lose 
favor. It was being employed somewhat mindlessly and 
simplistically by many of its followers. In order to resist 
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its inflexible and rigid use by teachers, new approaches and 
systems were sought and found by pedagogists. 
The Herbartian story is instructive in that it shows 
that pedagogists concentrated on method and technique early 
on and that they relied on psychological theory as the 
foundation for the development of their methods.Had 
pedagogy not been broadened into a more general study of 
education, it might well have continued to evolve as a 
separate academic discipline. Today, the sub-discipline of 
educational psychology remains as the remnant of the early 
study of pedagogy. 
The study of psychology affected the development of the 
field of education in two ways: 
1. In the 1890s, psychology was considered the parent 
discipline for pedagogy, but, by 1910, the new 
field of educational psychology had begun to 
emerge and to follow a separate path from 
psychology. 
2. One result of educationists becoming increasingly 
separate from psychologists was that their access 
to relevant theories was evident in some areas 
such as mental testing (E. L. Thorndike), but not 
in other ways. Thus, they often grappled with old 
and outmoded theories such as faculty psychology, 
rather than addressing the latest findings in the 
discipline of psychology. 
Early pedagogists were first and foremost influenced by 
a number of psychologists, including William James, John 
Dewey, and G. Stanley Hall, who were all interested in a 
wide range of concerns that included philosophy and 
pedagogy. Of primary importance to pedagogists was John 
Dewey, whose pragmatic psychological theory emphasized the 
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primacy of experience. His theory was intertwined with his 
philosophy of education, which stressed teaching through 
real life, practical situations which he felt would have 
more meaning for children. He saw Mathematics, English, and 
a whole myriad of subjects as being able to be taught 
through projects ranging from gardening to ship-building, 
all of which would keep children interested while learning 
increasingly complex subjects. Dewey's eclectic approach to 
the study of education provided it with a broad, rich, and 
inter-disciplinary base. Unfortunately, his often obscure 
writing style - termed "god-damnable" by William James - led 
to confusion among many of his students and followers. 
Dewey influenced the study of education first at the 
University of Chicago and later at Columbia University. At 
Columbia, he was one of the few liberal arts professors to 
work closely with faculty at Teachers College. Of equal 
importance to the new field of education, was the work of E. 
L. Thorndike, the founder of educational psychology at 
Teachers College, Columbia. 
He uncovered the foibles of some educational 
psychologists who still believed in such outmoded theories 
as recapitulation theory and faculty psychology.However, 
he set forth a number of rules and theorems, which were 
followed by many educationists in the same, rather dogged 
and mindless way that the Herbertian five steps had been 
followed. 
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The legacy of education's origin in psychology included 
an eclecticism derived from Dewey's inter-disciplinary 
philosophizing, a scientific approach to educational testing 
based on the work of Thorndike and others, and a sometimes 
outdated approach to theory due to the separation of some 
educationists from faculty in the parent academic 
discipline. 
Thorndike and Dewey were the two most influential 
figures in the development of education during the early 
twentieth century (Karier, 1965). Yet their efforts often 
pulled the field apart - Dewey by writing a complex and 
often misinterpreted educational philosophy^^ and Thorndike 
by shaping educational psychology into a sometimes rigid 
sub-field. Dewey and Thorndike also represented two 
different approaches to the study of education. Thorndike's 
educational psychology was modeled after an academic 
discipline; whereas, Dewey's application of psychological 
and philosophical theories to educational practice was 
reminiscent of a professional field of study. 
Others working to institutionalize the study of 
education in university schools and colleges of education, 
further fragmented the field by pursuing a myriad of 
directions ranging from educational administration to 
counseling to such discipline-based studies as the history 
of education.^® 
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The newly emerging schools of education reflected this 
confusion and multiplicity of purpose, for, as Michael Katz, 
has noted: 
Unlike medicine and law, education proclaimed 
itself to be a distinctive academic discipline. 
Unlike academic disciplines, education departments 
organized their work about the training of 
practitioners and sought institutional autonomy. 
University educationists' lack of clarity cost 
them membership in both the academic and 
professional camps. Educationists wanted the best 
of both worlds but have been excluded from both. 
(Katz, 1966, p. 332) 
Three very different schools of education emerged at 
Harvard University, the University of Illinois, and at 
Teachers' College, Columbia University. Each case provides 
different insights as well as common themes concerning the 
institutionalization of the study of education within 
universities. 
The University of Illinois 
Through a series of advances and set-backs, by 1920, a 
N.. 
College of Education had been formed at the University of 
Illinois. It owed much of its existence to the early need 
on the part of the University for a small faculty of 
educationists to work with high schools to ensure that a 
better educated pool of students was available for entrance 
into the University. In addition, the College of Education 
was formed to fulfill President Edmund Janes James' wish to 
strengthen the University's service functions (he had 
already promoted the scientific research aspect of the 
University). He saw the University at the apex of a pyramid 
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with the normal schools and other public colleges and 
universities below it (Johnson & Johanningmeier, 1972). 
Therefore, an additional role for the College of Education 
was the training of personnel who often then taught in the 
normal schools as well as elementary and secondary schools. 
Yet, by 1920, the College of Education faced a classic 
dilemma: 
1. It could view education as a composite academic 
field dependent on other fields of study (but then 
why would it need to be a separate College?), or 
2. it could view education as a professional field 
(but this latter approach was not supported by the 
academic departments). 
The College of Education at the University of Illinois, 
while moving toward the second solution, had not achieved it 
as of 1920. The College of Education remained dependent on 
a number of academic departments for much of the coursework 
its students were to take. Yet it offered education degrees 
in such diverse areas as athletic coaching and elementary 
education. Students could also pursue an arts and sciences 
major and take only a limited number of education courses in 
order to obtain certification as a teacher. The diffi¬ 
culties facing the University of Illinois' College of 
Education were similar to difficulties facing a number of 
other schools and colleges of education who were able to 
obtain a structurally separate status within the university, 
yet were unable to justify that status to faculty elsewhere 
in the university. Those faculty were suspicious of 
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educationists, placed limits on what educationists could do, 
and often openly wondered what educationists were doing. 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
Teachers College, Columbia University, became a 
national leader in the field of education. Its students 
became faculty at normal schools, teachers colleges, and at 
university schools of education throughout the United 
States. It embodied four goals set forth by Dean Russell in 
1899: 
1. general culture (a liberal education with the 
ability to see the inter-connectedness of all 
knowledge) 
2. special scholarship (applied research) 
3. professional knowledge (research similar to that 
in the professions of medicine and engineering) 
4. technical training (vocation, art of teaching) 
These goals were incredibly broad and comprehensive, 
pointing the study of education in several directions 
(academic, professional, vocational, and technical). In 
effect, they only added to the fragmented and uncohesive 
nature of the field as it was evolving. Faculty at Teachers 
College interpreted these goals in many different ways, 
producing a wide variety of courses - some strongly 
dependent on academic disciplines (i.e., Thorndike's 
educational psychology), some quasi-professional and others 
a mixture of academic, professional, and vocational 
components (Cremin, Shannon, & Townsend, 1954). 
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Equally significant was the great autonomy that 
Teachers College had obtained - greater than most other 
schools and colleges of education had achieved by 1920. In 
discussing that autonomy, Laurence Cremin points out that it 
was 
both a boon and a bane. . . .It afforded the 
political and financial freedom to pioneer in 
every conceivable realm of pedagogical theory and 
practice. But it also led to an inexorable 
divorce from the arts and sciences that tore 
asunder the teacher-preparing function of the 
university and increasingly insulated the work of 
the pedagogical faculty. (Cremin, 1969, p. 176) 
In its splendid isolation. Teachers College was 
unhampered and unharried by the arts and sciences faculty 
across the street. In addition, it developed a "power base 
outside the university among the leading public school 
administrators" (Tyack & Hansot, p. 125) by providing them 
with programs in educational administration. These programs 
were both praised and criticized. Jesse Newlon, Teachers 
College, was one of the few who complained that they 
provided merely "technical mechanical administrative 
training" (Clifford & Guthrie, 1988, p. 120). 
In short. Teachers College escaped the constraints of 
Columbia's Arts and Sciences faculty and gained influence 
throughout the United States with its colleagues in teacher 
education and educational administration. Autonomy provided 
Teachers College with freedom to create a myriad of new 
programs, yet little guidance in shaping them. Conse¬ 
quently, the programs reflected a diversity of approaches 
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that mirrored the diversity of faculty interests. Three 
sometimes conflicting models began to emerge at Columbia for 
the education of teachers and school administrators: the 
technical, the professional, and the academic. 
Harvard University 
The emergence of a school of education at Harvard 
reveals something about the difficulties schools of 
education have encountered in attaining prestige vis-a-vis 
the rest of the University. Like the University of 
Illinois, the study of education first emerged at Harvard 
University as a direct result of a desire for better 
prepared high school students. The school of education was 
able to develop, in part, because the liberal Arts and 
Sciences faculty increasingly wished to do research and have 
as little to do with the K-12 teacher preparation function 
as possible. First, a separate division emerged and then, 
in 1920, an Ed School was formed. 
But, because the Ed School had large numbers of women 
and part-time students as well as a curriculum that was 
unappreciated by colleagues elsewhere in the university, it 
failed to acquire the prestige of other professional schools 
at Harvard (Powell, 1980). In addition, the professional 
schools around 1920 did not have the same level of prestige 
as the arts and sciences. The Ed School found itself at the 
bottom of this prestige system. 
In sum, the stories of Harvard, Illinois, and Teachers 
College contain elements common to the development of 
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departments and schools of education throughout the United 
States from 1890 to 1920. All experienced difficulties with 
the Liberal Arts faculties at their universities. These 
difficulties inevitably led to the removal of Departments of 
Education from the Liberal Arts division of the university 
and to the initiation of steps to make education departments 
into professional schools, with an increased emphasis placed 
on educational administration. 
At the time that Higher Education programs began to 
come into being in the 1920s in Schools of Education, most 
Ed Schools had achieved a strong degree of separation from 
the rest of the university without receiving a great deal of 
respect. The lack of respect was due, in part, to the 
perceived eclecticism and confusion of many of their 
programs as well as to the lower prestige in which 
elementary and secondary education was held by many in 
academia. When educationists began to study Higher 
Education in the 1920s, they were confronted with the two¬ 
fold dilemma of, first, not being highly respected by 
faculty elsewhere in the university and, second, having 
everyone in the university consider Higher Education to be a 
topic open for all to study. 
Furthermore, the educationists were divided. Some 
believed in a purely technical education for teachers, some 
in a purely academic one, while others supported a 
compromise (Borrowman, 1956; Cremin, 1969). Moreover, the 
study of education as a whole was divided by various 
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interpretations of John Dewey*s philosophy (Cremin, 1969). 
These divisions^^ among educationists were not like the 
divisions within an academic discipline where various 
schools of thought emerged. Here, disagreement centered on 
what the knowledge base should be, how it should be taught, 
and what the purpose of the entire enterprise should be (see 
Figure 1). 
In 1905, A. Ross Hill, Dean of the newly established 
Teachers* College of the University of Missouri, asked: 
Should chairs of pedagogy attached to college 
departments of universities be developed into 
professional colleges for the training of 
teachers, co-ordinate with those of law, medicine, 
and engineering? (Ross, pp. 512-515) 
Naturally, he concluded in the affirmative. His solution 
(which reflected an approach later adopted by most Ed 
Schools) was to combine professional courses derived from 
other professions (i.e., school management) with academic 
courses derived from other disciplines (i.e., philosophy of 
education, history of education) with a certain number of 
technical skill courses (i.e., practice teaching, 
observation). Such a program depended on work being done in 
other professions and various academic disciplines. Yet, Ed 
School faculty were increasingly isolated from faculty in 
those professions and disciplines.^® Nor did Education have 
a clear mission, being neither academic discipline, 
profession, or vocation, but some strange combination of the 
three. 
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KNOWLEDGE BASE 
1. Academic Disciplines 
- psychology 
- philosophy 
- history, etc. 
1. Professional Disciplines 
- educational psychology 
“ philosophy of education 
- history of education 
2. Research grounded in the 2. Surveys of existing ed- 
academic disciplines ucational systems & 
“ practices 
3. Current theories from the 3. Outmoded concepts and 
academic disciplines theories 
PURPOSE 
1. Emphasis on the growth of 1. Emphasis on the social 
the individual through acculturation of the 
education individual through edu¬ 
cation 
2. Education as a transmit¬ 
ter of "culture” 
2. Education as a means of 
reconstructing society 
3. Emphasis on books 3 . Emphasis on activities 
4. The school as a hierar¬ 
chical graded system 
4. The school as an open 
community 
HOW TAUGHT 
1. Professional education 1. Education as a vocation 
- foundations in education - techniques 
courses, or - skills 
- various types of train¬ 
ing programs for 
particular positions 
2. Laboratory schools 2. Practice teaching 
Continued on the next page. 
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Figure 1, continued: 
3. Academic education for 3. Technical education for 
teachers and other teachers and other 
professionals professionals 
4. Development of a program 
integrated with the rest 
of the university (few 
left by 1930) 
4. Development of a program 
largely separate from 
the rest of the univer¬ 
sity 
FIGURE 1. (1890-1930). A SAMPLE OF SOME EMERGING CONTRA¬ 
DICTIONS AND VARIATIONS WITHIN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION 
Sources: Bagley (1976); Borrowman (:1956); Cremin (1969); 
De Garmo (1896) ; Dewey (1963); Elsbree (1939); Karier 
(1965); Mattingly (1975); Pangburn (1932); Powell (1980); 
and Weber (1960) . 
From this confused amalgamation, Higher Education 
programs first emerged in the 1920s. They reflected that 
confusion. Just as educationists from time to time tried to 
make education one type of field (i.e., academic discipline 
or profession), so, too, the Higher Educators tried to do 
the same thing with an equal lack of success. Most of them 
were no better prepared than the educationists of earlier 
generations to face the strengths and weaknesses of an 
eclectic area of study. 
Conclusion 
A remarkable change did occur from 1870 to the 1920s, 
for, as Richard Hofstadter has said, "We take for granted 
the existence of universities and the academic profession. 
But, before the Civil War, the United States had neither, in 
any respectable degree” (Hofstadter, in Paths of American 
Thought, Schlesinger & White, Eds., 1963, p. 269). The 
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growth of research universities, academic departments within 
those universities, national societies representing academic 
disciplines, and a body of theory and literature in each 
academic area all occurred at the same time and appeared to 
be mutually reinforcing occurrences.^® The academic 
disciplines were also emerging in Europe, though, as in the 
case of sociology, they sometimes followed different 
patterns of institutionalization than in the United States. 
In most instances, however, the original thought behind the 
nascent disciplines had first been developed by scholars in 
Europe before being appropriated by their American 
counterparts. 
In light of all these dramatic changes in the structure 
of knowledge and how it was taught, a great deal was thought 
about higher education, but no one considered organizing it 
into a systematic field of study. All who worked and taught 
in colleges and universities considered themselves to be 
expert in doing scholarly analyses or general philosophical 
analyses of higher education, its purposes and aims. In 
doing their assessments, they merely made use of the 
philosophical assumptions and research techniques inherent 
in their own academic disciplines or professions. 
Everyone felt capable of writing about education at the 
K-12 level as well. For, as Arthur G. Powell (1976, p. 20) 
has noted, "unlike some other fields, education has not 
learned to codify, preserve, and transmit the lore of 
successful experience." Many questioned and continue to 
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question whether or not education was a legitimate field of 
study. By developing separate schools of education, 
educationists were able to distance themselves from some of 
this criticism, but still had to encounter it from time to 
time. Indeed, the term "Ed School basher" was coined to 
reflect this type of hostility to what the educationists 
were trying to do. 
So, as the educationists began to develop courses and 
programs in the 1920s for the study of Higher Education, 
they faced a two-pronged difficulty: first, they were not 
highly respected by their colleagues elsewhere in the 
university and, secondly, everyone in the university felt 
qualified to study Higher Education and did not conceive of 
it as necessarily being a separate academic field of study. 
Further complicating matters, most Ed School sub-fields 
spawned new Higher Education courses. Yet many of these 
sub-fields were dependent on theories and research derived 
from a variety of fields located outside the Ed School - and 
with a few exceptions - increasingly isolated from the Ed 
School faculty. 
By 1920, the two approaches to the study of Higher 
Education had not coalesced. All of academia still 
considered an examination of the nature of higher education 
to be within its purview. Yet, meanwhile, educationists 
were beginning to try to make Higher Education into a 
separate field of study. In Chapter 2, the growth of Higher 
Education study will be examined from 1920 to 1970. That 
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Gxa.mi.na.'bion will sh.0d. furthGir light on th© ©ducationists' 
©fforts to form High©r Education into a l©gitimat© fi©ld of 
study. 
Endnot©s 
1. Y©t, in his 1987 b©sts©ll©r, Th© Closing of th© 
Am©rican Mind. Allan Bloom, a prof©ssor of social 
thought (but not of Higher Education), chos© to r©ly 
heavily on Rousseau to defend his concern that the 
American college curriculum had been further diluted 
and had begun to close the "American mind." 
2. See Slaughter and Silva (1983) for another perspective 
on the implications of the dissolution of moral 
philosophy. 
3. Wayland wrote, in Report to the Corporation of Brown 
University (Providence, R.I., G. H. Witney, 1850), that 
not only electives, but all kinds of vocational courses 
should be included in the University's curriculum. He 
was ahead of his time, however, and his experiments did 
not take hold. 
4. Schelling (1775-1854) taught philosophy in a number of 
German universities. He delivered his lectures, 
entitled "on university studies," in 1802. Note: 
for a good overview of nineteenth century German 
university education, see Friedrich Paulden, The German 
universities, trans. E. D. Larry (New York, 1895) and, 
in Great Britain, see Sir William Hamilton "On 
Patronage and Superintendence of Universities," 
Edinburgh Review. Vol. 59, Ap. 1834, pp. 196-227. 
5. See article by Frederick Gregory in the 1989 issue of 
Osiris. the annual journal of the history of science, 
for an explanation of Schelling's opposition to the 
empirical sciences and the influence of Immanuel Kant. 
6. See McCosh (1885) and Eliot (1869). Eliot wrote 
University Administration. (1908, Houghton Mifflin). 
Note: However, in 1873, Eliot and McCosh joined forces 
to fight the spread of the land grant movement. Eliot 
also fought the strengthening of normal schools in 
Massachusetts. Also of interest: Noah Porter wrote 
The American College and the American Public, 
Chatfield. New Haven, CT, 1870. 
7. The General Education Board had been primarily 
responsible for the funding of the Harvard Graduate 
School of Business in 1908. 
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8. He was furious when Dewey appropriated the name 
"American Humanism" to refer to humanitarian, not 
scholarly, endeavors. 
9. Babbitt preferred the unhampered, scholarly pursuit of 
letters. Eliot offered the counter-argument that 
"universities are no longer merely students of the 
past, meditative observers of the present, or critics 
at a safe distance of the actual struggle and strifes 
of the working world" (Eliot, 1896, p. 396). 
10. G. Stanley Hall offered some courses while he was 
President of Clark University. Ewing (1963) cites 
another course offered by the Dean of the School of 
Education, Minnesota, 1908. According to Dibden 
(1965), Hall taught courses annually till 1910, then 
Sanford continued till 1924. They covered various 
historical, administrative, and organizational concerns 
in Higher Education (p. 210). None were part of an 
organized program of study. 
11. Pedagogy is defined as the art or profession of 
teaching. 
12. Beginning around 1840, normal schools were originally 
considered academy or high school level institutions 
which would mainly train elementary teachers. 
13. Philosophers, and later psychologists, talked about the 
aims of education, particularly with respect to what 
should be studied and how it should be studied. They 
concentrated on pre-collegiate education, with the 
exception of those philosophers and educational leaders 
like Kant, Schelling and Newman, who talked about 
collegiate education. The following are brief 
overviews of two other early pedagogists. 
Johann H. Pestalozzi (1746-1827). Originally a 
Swiss social reformer, Pestalozzi became a noted 
educational reformer who emulated Jean Jacques 
Rousseau's (1712-1778) educational ideals as set forth 
by Rousseau in Emile (1762). Rousseau had advocated 
child-centered education focusing on the individual 
differences between children (and between the sexes) as 
well as learning by doing. Pestalozzi focused on 
practical science and arithmetic and the adaptation of 
activities around the home (sewing, gardening) to 
learning more complex subjects. His ideas were first 
introduced into the United States in the mid-nineteenth 
century and his followers were known as Pestalozzians. 
Friedrich W. Froebel (1782-1852). Froebel, a 
German, began his teaching career in a Pestalozzian 
Institute in Frankfurt. Later, he focused his efforts 
on founding schools for pre-school children and became 
known as the father of the kindergarten movement which 
was imported to the U.S. in the late nineteenth 
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century. He also believed that education should guide 
the self-activity of the child as it grows (the teacher 
cultivates the child like a plant). 
14. In 1913, he wrote Educational Psychology, the 
Psychology of Learning. There he summarized his three 
laws of learning: Readiness, Exercise (use and 
disuse), and Effect. Though he appeared to some to be 
a behaviorist, he was not. He believed profoundly in 
the importance of heredity. In addition, he refuted 
both recapitulation theory (G. Stanley Hall) and 
faculty psychology (see Clifford, Geraldine J., 1984). 
15. Richard Hofstadter in Anti-Intellectualism in American 
Life criticized Dewey for his often confusing language. 
Hofstadter went further at times and also criticized 
the logic of some of Dewey's arguments. For example, 
according to Hofstadter, Dewey believed that "the 
authoritarian classroom would of necessity produce the 
conformist mind and that sociable learning would 
produce the ideally socialized personality." 
Hofstadter goes on to point out that, while this notion 
is "at first appealing. . . . There is about it a kind 
of rigid rationality of the sort that life constantly 
eludes. Did Dewey, for example, really imagine that 
traditional education had engendered in America, of all 
places, a mind notably characterized by 'lack of 
interest in the novel, aversion to progress, and dread 
of the uncertain and the unknown'?" (Hofstadter, p. 
385) . 
16. For more information, see Cremin, Shannon, and Townsend 
(1954), who discuss at some length many of the major 
thinkers at Teachers College, including Paul Monroe, 
William Heard Kilpatrick, George Drayton Strayer, and 
so forth. These thinkers differed greatly in their 
approaches to the study of education. 
17. See Note 16. 
18. Eventually, some schools of Education were able to 
build or re-build bridges to the rest of the university 
(e.g., Stanford, University of Illinois-Chicago, UCLA, 
Michigan, San Diego State), but most of these bridges 
have been built only in the past few decades. The 
majority of Ed Schools remain quite isolated. 
19. In the changes that occurred in the academic world 
during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries, three words' meaningss were completely 
transformed: science, humanities, and philosophy. 
When the transformation in meaning was complete, the 
era was over. All three words had once encompassed a 
wholistic view of knowledge. It was a "Knowledge of 
Truth." The humanities encompassed all the liberal 
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arts. Philosophy was a way of viewing the entire 
"circle of Knowledge” (or Truth). Yet, even Newman's 
work reflected the changing use of these three words - 
for he also referred to "an extended sense of the word, 
"Science," as "Philosophy" (Newman, p. 84). These 
words were beginning to change meaning at the time 
Newman wrote. He capitalized them to show the 
distinction. Finally, one other comment on words: a 
word was appropriated temporarily by the discipline of 
psychology: "introspection" - it mirrored what 
occurred during the nineteenth century. Originally, it 
meant a turning inward and a contemplation of "one's 
own thoughts." As used in structuralism, it meant a 
contemplation of sensations (the "immediate sensations" 
- generally of image or touch). Such a shift in 
meaning symbolized the larger shift in emphasis that 
occurred within the disciplines from the philosophical 
and spiritual to the psychological and material. The 
great philosophical questions remained, but they were 
increasingly being addressed by the social scientists - 
less and less by the philosophers. Kuklick in his 
study of the evolution of philosophy at Harvard quotes 
a twentieth century philosophy student as saying, 
"Philosophy, as taught here, is more and more a 
detailed, isolated academic discipline. Its role as 
the overall integrator of other fields of intellectual 
endeavor is increasingly curtailed" (p. 571). 
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CHAPTER 2 
THE "TURF BATTLE"; HIGHER EDUCATION AS AN ACADEMIC FIELD 
OF STUDY EVOLVES IN SCHOOLS OF EDUCATION (1920s-1960s) 
All my life I have felt myself under mandate to 
get out stuff in the rough, which would be a 
challenge to somebody to work it over. (Albion 
Woodbury Small, co-founder of sociology in the 
United States; quoted in Ansbro, p. 41) 
Some of my colleagues ascribe my delay in 
publishing ... to "perfectionism"; but I take 
the position that if the present manuscript 
doesn't satisfy me, its publication would probably 
furnish another target for the critics of 
educationists who welcome opportunities to deplore 
our "inadequate scholarship." (W. H. Cowley, "The 
Higher Learning versus the Higher Education," p. 
39; Cowley was one of the first to try to form 
Higher Education into an academic field.) 
Prelude 
Absorbed by the task of forming Higher Education 
programs within Schools of Education, early Higher Education 
faculty remained largely on the periphery of the major 
educational movements in colleges and universities at that 
time. 
This chapter is divided into four sections. The first 
three trace the emergence of Higher Education programs in Ed 
Schools from the 1920s to the 1960s. Each section 
delineates new challenges to the development of Higher 
Education programs and the Ed School faculty response to 
each of those challenges. The fourth section provides a 
counterpoint to the first three by outlining the major 
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developments in colleges and universities during that time 
and by comparing and contrasting those developments with the 
work being done within Higher Ed programs. 
Why Higher Education Study Emerged in Schools of Education 
The study of Higher Education in its early stages can 
be contrasted with that of sociology. Sociologists carved 
out an intellectual territory and then defined institutional 
boundaries. In contrast, Higher Educators staked our a 
territory within the university and then began to develop 
programs of study. 
By the 1920s, schools and colleges of education existed 
in many universities in the United States. As these new 
schools developed, they began to expand their courses and 
programs. One new area of expansion was post-secondary 
education. Several existing Ed School programs included 
courses which could be related to Higher Education study, 
such as counseling courses, junior college courses, courses 
for normal school faculty and administrators, and courses in 
educational administration. As the first Higher Education 
programs began to be formed around these topic areas, they 
focused either primarily on the development of higher 
education administrators, or placed equal emphasis on 
training administrators and educating teachers (in the 
latter case, usually faculty at teachers colleges and junior 
colleges).^ 
Teachers College, Columbia University, had one of the 
first Higher Education programs. It exemplified many early 
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features of this type of program. For instance, one major 
aspect included the training of college administrators, yet 
it was unclear just which administrators were being trained: 
student services, academic, or other. The Director of the 
Teachers College School of Education had high hopes for the 
new program, but was not specific about its purpose or 
clientele: 
The effective college of the future will have on 
its staff some officers who are equipped profes¬ 
sionally for administrative responsibilities. As 
a step toward this end. Teachers College estab¬ 
lished, three years ago, courses in the field of 
college administration. (R. J. Leonard, May 1926) 
Anyone interested in taking Higher Education courses 
was encouraged to attend. Topics covered ranged from 
history to administrative practice to curriculum, building 
management, and accounting. Within a few years, psychology 
courses were added as well. By the late 1940s, though an 
ever larger nucleus of Higher Education courses existed at 
Teachers College, making it the largest Higher Education 
program in the country, it had still not attained the status 
of a separate department of Higher Education. This was due, 
in large part, to a lack of a coherent vision for the 
program. It just grew. 
The difficulties encountered at Teachers College were 
merely compounded at smaller institutions with fewer 
resources to devote to the study of Higher Education. Most 
programs expanded from an initial concentration on providing 
faculty and administrators in normal schools and junior 
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colleges with advanced degrees to addressing the needs of 
faculty and administrators in other colleges and 
universities. Not only did Registrars and small college 
Presidents seeking a doctorate take courses in Higher 
Education, but so, too, did individuals whose fields did not 
offer a doctoral degree program. 
The new Higher Education programs that were developed 
were as diverse and eclectic as the larger Ed Schools in 
which they were housed. They coalesced around a wide range 
of interests and needs that were only partly related to 
training a growing number of college faculty and 
administrators seeking terminal degrees. The courses were 
also related to individual faculty research interests as 
well as institutional research needs. How these programs 
were put together varied greatly from campus to campus. 
However, all relied on faculty from a wide range of programs 
and departments within the Ed School as well as a number of 
administrators who served as adjunct faculty. Only one or 
two individuals had Higher Education as their primary area 
of interest and responsibility. In short, though there was 
a general sense that courses should be offered, a central 
informing vision was not to be found.^ 
With no clear focus, the wide range of topics offered 
in the fledgling Higher Education programs varied according 
to individual faculty and student interests (Ewing, 1963; 
O'Leary, 1941).^ From the beginning the small number of 
Higher Education faculty tended to make use of research and 
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ideas from elsewhere in the university as well as from the 
Ed School, rather than develop their own theories and 
studies. For instance, from elsewhere in the university, 
they made use of the scholarship of historians.^ 
Ed School faculty were not only called upon to teach a 
variety of courses related to Higher Education topics, they 
also began to be drawn into Higher Education research. They 
began to study Higher Education for a number of reasons. As 
higher education grew in size in America, educators began to 
be brought in to measure the enterprise of higher education, 
much as they had measured K-12 education. So, for instance, 
James Cattell, a psychologist with ties to the field of 
education, began to compile references of leading scholars 
in various fields. In addition, the curriculum was being 
examined by the National Herbart Society for the Scientific 
Study of Testing, as educational psychologists and 
educationists began to expand their interests to 
postsecondary education.^ 
Alongside this activity by the educationists, their 
colleagues, like Abraham Flexner, continued to fund studies 
of higher education and participated from time to time in 
such studies.® 
As the educationists began to try to form Higher 
Education into an academic field of study, adapting courses 
from throughout the Ed School and relying on their own and 
others' research, some educationists developed textbooks for 
the courses they offered. 
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Two textbooks in Higher Education from the 1930s 
reflect the wide range of subjects studied as well as the 
variety of student and faculty interests addressed. They 
also exhibit a lack of focus and theoretical framework, 
echoing this lack within Higher Education programs. 
In 1930, Raymond Kent, a university president, edited a 
text on Higher Education in America which dealt with the 
junior college, liberal arts, and various professional 
schools. It addressed issues of organization, 
administration, students, curriculum, and personnel. The 
authors were college presidents, Ed School faculty and 
administrators - not unlike the range of individuals 
teaching in Higher Education programs at the time. 
One section of the textbook focused on improving 
faculty teaching. In 1933, the American Association of 
University Professors^ denounced such research as 
unnecessary and superfluous. The inclusion of such a topic 
in this text and in a number of Higher Education programs is 
one indication of the influence of educationists on the 
early institutionalization of Higher Education programs. It 
reflects the relative isolation of such programs from the 
rest of the university faculty, who often actively opposed 
what they perceived to be the intrusion of educationists 
into their domain. 
Another textbook, entitled College and University 
Administration. by E. E. Lindsay (head, department of 
educational administration. University of Pittsburgh) and E. 
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O. Holland (President, State College of Washington, formerly 
a secondary education professor and superintendent of 
schools) also showed the strong ties that most of the 
textbook work had with educationists. The text was designed 
for normal school, college, and university administrators, 
or people preparing for such positions as well as for . 
[members] of boards of control or of faculties ..." The 
text was incredibly comprehensive and had been reviewed by 
faculty at Teachers College, a number of College presidents 
(including Lowell of Harvard), and various Ed School 
faculty. 
The authors of both texts contended that, with the 
ever-growing size and scope of higher education in America, 
there was a need for programs for educating new college and 
university administrators (Deans of Men and Women, Alumni 
Directors, and the like). This theme would be echoed 
tenfold after World War II. It was the one constant strand 
that ran through most Higher Education programs. 
In 1930, the Journal of Higher Education was founded at 
the Ohio State University School of Education. The 
underlying philosophy behind the Journal supported a search 
for "scientific studies through which instructional and 
administrative techniques may be evaluated with increasing 
exactness" (editorial comments, 1930, Vol. 1, p. 55). There 
was a sense at that time that some sort of "scientific" 
study of Higher Education could be developed, though no one 
had precisely outlined how that would be done. 
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Although the Journal editors subscribed to the idea of 
building some sort of scientific study of Higher Education, 
they were aware of the need to include the entire college 
community in the endeavor. Assessing their first year's 
work, the assistant editor, W. H. Cowley, noted that the 
editorial board came from a wide range of academic fields 
and that articles had been solicited from administrators and 
faculty from throughout the academy with only one third of 
the articles coming from "members of Departments of 
Education" (1931, p. 50). He then went on to strongly 
distinguish the study of Higher Education from that of 
elementary and secondary education: 
In cogent contrast to the situation on the 
secondary and elementary levels, higher education 
can never be the vested interest of a single 
university department. If the colleges and 
universities of the country are to keep pace with 
a complex and ever-exacting society, every 
academic department must continuously participate 
in the investigations and discussions that are 
molding the college of tomorrow. The problems of 
higher education cannot be left to but one group 
and one department. Educational experts 
associated with universities may train teachers 
~ for and direct the development of all lower-level 
education, but higher education can never be so 
administered: the field is too large and too 
ramified. It requires the constant attention of 
every academic department. (W. H. Cowley, p. 50) 
Despite Cowley's contention that the whole university 
should be involved in studying higher education. Higher 
Education programs continued to grow in Schools of 
Education. For instance, during the '30s, Archie Palmer 
wrote a number of articles in the Journal of Higher 
Education on programs and course offerings in Higher 
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Education. These courses were offered under the aegis of 
Schools of Education. In his first article, he likened them 
to less well-developed versions of the already established 
elementary and secondary educational administration courses 
— again showing the Ed School influence in direct contrast 
to what Cowley had been advising. Palmer discussed the 
Teachers College, Columbia program as the first in the 
nation - originally designed to train college 
administrators. The University of Pittsburgh (where Lindsay 
wrote his textbook) had founded a Division of Research in 
Higher Education in 1927 and out of that had come courses 
offered through a Department of Higher Education in the 
Graduate School of Education in 1928. He continued from 
there to cover programs at 36 different institutions 
(1930).® 
According to Palmer (1938), a plethora of courses and 
programs in Higher Education were being offered throughout 
many education departments. Yet these programs had no 
central focus, nor was he interested in finding one. 
The Ed School influence on the formation of Higher 
Education programs continued to grow. For instance, W. H. 
("Hal") Cowley, the assistant editor of the Journal of 
Higher Education, who had written so spiritedly in 1931 
about the need to include all of academia in the study of 
Higher Education was to find himself in the rather awkward 
position of heading up a Higher Education program within the 
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Stanford University School of Education following World War 
II. 
He tried with great difficulty to develop a central 
focus for his own and other Higher Education program 
curricula. Yet he was unable to develop central, informing 
ideas for the academic study of Higher Education or to 
attract the interest of the rest of the Stanford community 
in forming an inter-departmental center for the study of 
Higher Education. Later accounts, however, refer to him as 
an acknowledged early leader in the development of Higher 
Education as a field. What went wrong and why? 
Known as the first professor of Higher Education at 
Stanford and a lifelong proponent of forming Higher 
Education into an academic discipline. Cowley failed to put 
forth ideas of lasting interest. According to Caldwell, 
Cowley "never put forth a synthesis of his own thought" 
(Caldwell, 1983, viii). He became a Higher Education 
professor in the 1940s, following his largely unsuccessful 
presidency of Hamilton College.® Cowley then concentrated 
on teaching, collecting an incredible amount of material on 
the topic of higher education, and writing (but rarely 
publishing). As faculty were added to the program at 
Stanford, the scope of course offerings broadened, but 
Cowley was concerned that the program had "never been 
adequately defined, organized, or staffed" (Cowley, cited in 
Caldwell, 1983, p. 83). 
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He could see that Higher Education programs were trying 
to do too much with too little and that, as they expanded in 
size and number, they often lacked depth in most, if not 
all, topic areas. The only step he took towards a solution 
to this problem was to incorporate new topics areas within 
his Higher Education taxonomy. 
In a 1954, article in the Journal of Higher Education. 
Cowley noted that the focus of both his teaching and 
research was on "the structures, functions, and purposes of 
colleges and universities" (p. 140). Yet, in trying to 
explain this focus, he never came up with the "so what." He 
described what was unique about American higher education, 
he noted nine strengths of American higher education, he 
referred to the need to resolve the conflict between the 
research and teaching functions of a university, but nowhere 
does he set forth a theory or research agenda to resolve 
this or any other dilemma facing higher education. He 
clearly demonstrated that he possessed an incredible range 
of historical and organizational knowledge about higher 
education, but he gave no compelling reason for the study of 
higher education. 
He looked at the development of Higher Education as an 
academic field, much as the early botanists looked at the 
development of botany. That is, he amassed information and 
facts about Higher Education which he then classified into 
categories. It was his assumption that out of all this 
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work, theoretical constructions might develop. They did 
not. 
In an interview in 1969, he noted that his job had 
"been to attempt to make a system of classifying the data as 
the basis of an academic discipline of higher education." 
Yet no one beyond his students appreciated or used his 
taxonomy. 
Furthermore, one function of most Higher Education 
programs was the education of university administrators. He 
completely undercut that purpose, when he indicated that 
"they should not be trained as administrators until after 
they have a Ph.D. in some subject other than education" 
(CU&B, 1969, p. 62). He asserted that "in higher education 
this hatred of the educationist is very deep-seated. 
Therefore, we never should bring people from education and 
make them college presidents (although 12 of my former 
students . . . are now presidents)" (p. 62). Therefore, in 
1969, he preferred the use of post-doctoral study as a means 
of training college faculty and others in how to be 
administrators. Yet, for several decades, he had trained 
doctoral students in the Ed School to be university and 
college administrators. Had he had a change of heart late 
in life - or had he always doubted the enterprise in which 
he was engaged? The few published writings he left make it 
difficult to answer that question. Clearly, he was always 
discontented with locating the study of Higher Education 
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within Ed Schools. Yet he had been unable to do anything 
about that. 
What little Cowley published concerning the history of 
higher education was superceded by the work of others - by 
Hofstadter, Rudolph, and Veysey, to name a few. In speaking 
of Cowley after his death, Frederick Rudolph noted that 
"probably no one else knew as much as he did about the 
history of American higher education" (Caldwell, p. 157). 
Yet he wasn't able to publish a synthesis of ideas that 
would have moved others to follow him in the development of 
an academic field of study. Cowley's work on academic 
government was published posthumously by a student. 
Cowley wanted to found an academic field, but hesitated 
to do the usual things needed: work within professional 
associations, publish and develop a research agenda. 
Perhaps the key to his failure lay in his inability to 
generate a theoretical structure for the study of Higher 
Education or to clearly delineate the purpose of having 
graduate programs for the study of Higher Education. If he 
didn't want his graduate students to be college and uni¬ 
versity administrators, then what did he envision them 
becoming? He didn't say. He collected and classified 
information on Higher Education, but he couldn't go further. 
Like Cowley, Ruth Eckert was widely acknowledged as a 
pioneer in the early development of Higher Education 
programs. While Cowley focused initially on history and 
student personnel work, Eckert concentrated on testing. 
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measuring and assessing teaching quality and student 
outcomes. 
Beside her faculty duties, Eckert also coordinated 
Minnesota's two educational research units - one within the 
College of Education and one outside of it. During the 
1940s, Dr. Eckert continued to teach, do research, and help 
develop a summer seminar on Higher Education.^® Her early 
efforts to design a Higher Education curriculum were shaped 
by her background in the field of education. The programs 
she developed included a mix of discipline-based study 
(educational psychology) and study reflecting work in 
teacher training, but transferring that focus from K-12 to 
undergraduate education. In addition, she developed courses 
for training college administrators. 
In her reminiscences, written after her retirement, 
Eckert noted that "since the offerings in Higher Education 
at Minnesota were not organized departmentally, there was no 
vested responsibility for planning and staffing the program" 
(Journal of Higher Education. 1979, p. 244). Consequently, 
she was forced to develop an incremental approach to program 
development. This did little to build Higher Education 
theory or to produce large thoughts around which a field 
could gather. 
During the 1940s and early '50s, Eckert's colleagues in 
other Higher Education programs elsewhere in the United 
States faced the same problems that she faced at Minnesota. 
She tried to shape the program of study by sharing her 
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progiram and research ideas with other program directors. 
This had some limited value in producing programs with 
superficial resemblances to one another, but the small size 
of the Higher Education programs coupled with their 
heterogeneous clientele and faculty meant that, in fact, 
each program reflected a quite different approach to Higher 
Education study, with some focusing on junior colleges, 
others on history and organization, still others on student 
personnel work and a significant number with no clear focus 
at all (Ewing, 1963). 
Dr. Eckert did not set the lofty goal for herself of 
forming a new academic discipline and so did not feel the 
despair at the end of her career that Cowley felt at the end 
of his life. Her career was one of incremental achieve¬ 
ments, with a long history of work on nationally recognized 
collaborative research projects, both as a leader and as a 
participant. Like Cowley, however, she did not develop a 
unique theoretical approach or unifying vision for the study 
of Higher Education. 
By the mid-1950s, it was fair to ask: just what 
meaning did the doctoral degree in Higher Education have at 
that time? One of Hal Cowley's graduate students asked such 
a question. He was Burns Byron Young, who wrote his 
dissertation on "The Rise and Development of Instructional 
Courses in Higher Education." He found that the degree had 
little meaning elsewhere in academia, and noted the need for 
the development of programs that would gain the respect of 
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faculty throughout the university. He asserted that faculty 
outside the Ed School 
have the right to insist that the content of 
higher education courses be solidly grounded in 
positive knowledge, that it be put in historical 
and philosophical perspective, that it lead to 
insights into the nature of higher education and 
higher educational institutions, and that it 
contribute significantly to the improvement of 
both. Higher education as a field of study will 
never - and should never - be fully accredited by 
other academic people until its content wins their 
approval. (1952, p. 173) 
By the mid-1950s, the Ed Schools had won the "turf 
battle" for the academic study of Higher Education. Yet, as 
Young had noted, the fledgling Higher Education programs in 
Schools of Education had not developed an academic field of 
study which had credibility elsewhere in the university. As 
no one had effectively clarified the purpose and content of 
Higher Education programs or specified the clientele they 
should be serving, it appeared difficult to meet Young's 
challenge. Yet, at the University of Michigan, Algo 
Henderson was about to develop a new vision for the study of 
Higher Education which would attract faculty from elsewhere 
in the university. 
Algo Henderson's Vision of Higher Education Study 
Just as each of the newly formed Higher Education 
programs was facing the obstacles presented by a small 
fragmented faculty, a diverse student clientele, a lack of 
theoretical and substantive focus, and the loss of prestige 
and isolation inherent in being an Ed School program. Algo 
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Henderson began to develop a whole new approach to the study 
of Higher Education. 
The University of Michigan established the Center for 
the Study of Higher Education in 1954. One significant 
focus of that Center was the development, under the 
direction of Algo Henderson, of post-doctoral programs for 
faculty with Ph.D.s in the academic disciplines who wished 
to to enter university administration. Usually requiring a 
one-year period of study, the program consisted of courses 
and internships. Henderson's vision for the program was 
specific and unique: to develop a professional program of 
study for new college administrators whose previous 
experience had largely been confined to teaching and 
research. While the American Council on Education provided 
internships and a few other institutions had begun to 
develop summer programs along these lines, no program was as 
comprehensive as Henderson's. 
His program had the respect of faculty throughout 
academia, since most conceded the need for a transitional 
period of education and training for faculty to become 
administrators. He did not propose forming Higher Education 
into an academic discipline, but did propose a specific 
professional program of study at the post-doctoral level. 
Soon, faculty from elsewhere in the United States were 
coming to Michigan to enter his program. 
Henderson envisioned a need for the faculty in his 
program to understand the historical origins of the 
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university, its evolving purpose and the ways in which 
administrators work with faculty and the entire university 
community to support the university's growth, development, 
and program excellence. In addition, through a number of 
internships, faculty would learn the specifics of university 
administration, just as medical doctors learned the 
specifics of medical practice through intensive hospital 
internships. Henderson had created what the Ed School 
Higher Education programs had failed to develop: a program 
of study with a specific focus and content and a clear 
rationale for serving a targeted professional clientele. 
In the mid-1950s, the fruits of his success began, 
however, to create complications. The Carnegie Corporation, 
Ford Foundation, and other private foundations recognized 
the need for some type of professional program of study to 
train faculty interested in becoming administrators and so 
funded Algo Henderson's Center at Michigan as well as two 
other Centers at Berkeley and Teachers College, Columbia. 
Each Center was also envisioned as an inter-disciplinary 
research Center focusing on topics of importance to colleges 
and universities like curriculum, institutional 
organization, and administrative practice. 
With the infusion of first private funding and later 
federal funding, the focus of Algo Henderson's Center began 
to expand and change. The Center was restructured. The 
Advisory Committee to the Center was comprised of key 
administrators from throughout the University. However, 
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Henderson, as Director of the Center, reported directly to 
the Dean of the School of Education. At Michigan, as 
elsewhere, the Ed School had won the "turf battle" for the 
study of Higher Education and so this type of organizational 
structure merely reflected that fact. 
Henderson continued his post-doctoral program. In 
addition, he developed a doctoral program in Higher 
Education which included a great deal of study in one or 
more cognate areas. Like other Ed School doctorates at 
Michigan, students could opt to take this program of study 
and also do a doctorate in another academic area, such as 
psychology. They then could receive a joint Ph.D. degree in 
both Higher Education and Psychology, for example. So, 
working within the confines of the Ed School, Henderson was 
still able to create a rigorous, largely inter-disciplinary 
program of study. He and his colleagues at the Center also 
undertook a number of major research studies. But, his 
primary interest lay in clearly delineating the structure 
and curriculum for the professional study of Higher 
Education. 
In 1960, Henderson published a book entitled Policies 
and Practices in Higher Education, intended primarily for 
graduate students studying Higher Education Administration. 
In a section of the book entitled "Educating Administrative 
Officers for Higher Education," Henderson reiterated his 
vision: "professional training, therefore, is not suggested 
as a substitute for academic learning, but rather as an 
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addition” (p. 248). He went on to note that "Herein lies a 
highly important distinction in the education of college 
administrators as contrasted with the training for business 
or public administration" (p. 248). 
Henderson then made it clear that his vision of the 
type of education needed for new college administrators was 
quite specific: 
1. post-doctoral study in Higher Education, or 
2. coursework in Higher Education during the doctoral 
program affording an opportunity "to read widely 
in works on the philosophy and history of higher 
education and to discuss the observations of such 
writers as a means of maturing the individual's 
own purposes relating to higher education." (p. 
249) 
But, beyond that, Henderson indicated that certain staff 
positions would require a more technical type of training 
(i.e., fiscal officers). In 1963, John Ewing surveyed 
Henderson and other Higher Education Directors about the 
study of Higher Education. Though Henderson had already 
begun to greatly expand his concept of how college 
administrators should be educated, thereby contributing 
conceptually to the lack of focus in Higher Education 
programs of study, he was concerned that: 
Too many institutions (schools of education) are 
introducing doctoral programs with inadequate 
staff, inadequately prepared staff, and inadequate 
instruction. The whole movement may suffer 
seriously from such mushroom development (Ewing, 
p. 60). 
He continued: 
Those institutions that pretend to prepare 
administrators through giving one or two 
generalized courses about higher education in the 
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United States will tend to reflect against these 
programs that are developing a genuine 
[professional] discipline in the administration of 
higher education. (Ewing, p. 81) 
As part of the same survey, Ruth Eckert further 
reinforced Henderson's concerns by indicating that Higher 
Education study must go beyond the limited resources of the 
Ed School and become inter-disciplinary, which would require 
"closer articulation of current offerings - in higher educa¬ 
tion and with other fields. Wider use of materials from 
other disciplines" (Ewing, p. 82). 
Centers like Henderson's were supposed to provide just 
such inter-disciplinary support for the study of Higher 
Education, yet, increasingly, they were drawn within the 
orbit of their respective Ed Schools. Only in rare 
instances were Higher Ed faculty able to continue to form 
inter-disciplinary projects with a range of individuals from 
throughout their universities. Henderson's Center continued 
to be able to do inter-disciplinary work throughout the 
'60s. But, as he feared. Higher Education programs and 
centers "mushroomed" to about 90 in number. His concerns 
for quality and focus were magnified by the tenuous state of 
many of those programs and centers. Throughout the '60s, 
Henderson tried to provide form and structure for the 
professional study of Higher Education Administration, but, 
increasingly, his efforts were thwarted by the rapid, often 
uncohesive growth of Higher Education programs. Further¬ 
more, his continual program adaptations led to such a 
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widening of program scope and mission that his original 
intent and focus were largely lost. 
The Vision Shifts as the 1960s Progress 
In addition to Algo Henderson, a number of Higher 
Education program faculty were concerned with the need to 
find a shared purpose and vision for the study of Higher 
Education. They thought that, if they could organize and 
form an association of professors of higher education, they 
could reinforce each others' efforts and in turn strengthen 
all their programs of study. Furthermore, they thought that 
such an association would give Higher Education programs a 
greater legitimacy within academia. They wanted an 
association that would be separate from the American 
Association for Higher Education (AAHE) which they perceived 
to be too comprehensive, serving the needs of all members of 
the university community. They were more interested in 
developing a Higher Education research agenda for use in 
their fledgling Higher Education programs (Dibden, 1965). 
In March of 1965, prior to the AAHE meeting, 40 Higher 
Educators met and formed a planning committee comprised of 
Ruth Eckert and several other Higher Ed faculty members 
including Lewis B. Mayhew from Stanford and W. Hugh Stickler 
from Florida State. Representatives from this group 
continued to meet during the rest of the decade to plan for 
a Higher Education faculty association.^^ 
Arthur J. Dibden, one of the 40 educators who 
participated in the discussions, wrote an article in 1965 on 
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"A Department of Higher Education: Problems and Prospects.” 
In that article, he astutely outlined some of the major 
problems facing the new departments of Higher Education. He 
noted that the area of study that they had carved out was 
potentially one that could be studied by anyone within 
academia: 
Any working, writing, speaking member of the 
academic society may, in fact, have his or her say 
about higher education - thus creating a problem 
within a problem. (Dibden, p. 213) 
He stressed that the location of Higher Education 
departments within Schools of Education often alienated the 
rest of academia: 
What should be a bridge of concern and discussion 
by virtue of the common context of higher educa¬ 
tion might thus become a barrier by consequence of 
institutional location. (Dibden, pp. 213-214) 
One possible solution, "a separate center or institute 
of higher education, perhaps affiliated with the graduate 
school office” (p. 214), Dibden referred to as potentially 
useful in providing a "theoretical breadth” and university¬ 
wide context for the study of Higher Education which he and 
many others considered to be inter-disciplinary and inter¬ 
departmental in focus. However, he ultimately recommended 
finding a 'practical' solution. Though he didn't outline 
just what that would be, in effect, that became the 
continued location of Higher Education study within Schools 
of Education. 
In 1969, James Rogers surveyed Higher Education 
programs. His findings were published by the AAHE. He 
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found 86 Higher Education programs, with 53 offering the 
doctorate. Rogers was interested in determining whether or 
not the Higher Education programs were becoming inter¬ 
disciplinary and university-wide in scope. Much to his 
chagrin, he found the following: 
It is encouraging to find some evidence that 
programs in higher education are beginning to 
involve the faculty and resources of multiple 
divisions and agencies of the universities. 
Nevertheless, a review of the course and faculty 
lists indicates that this is largely a mirage. 
Those who have looked for a truly interdis¬ 
ciplinary approach to this emerging field will 
continue to be disappointed. Without exception, 
the writer found that the curriculum and faculty 
of every major program reported was based very 
largely in education. . . . There is now an urgent 
need for concerted support of programs of higher 
education at the highest institutional levels, so 
that the richly varying contributions from many 
disciplines will be brought to bear on this 
increasingly complex field. (Rogers, p. 2) 
Once more the educationists were clearly in control of 
the Higher Education programs offered at the graduate level. 
Within the Ed School parameters. Algo Henderson continued to 
try and develop inter-disciplinary and inter-departmental 
programs of study which drew on the expertise of faculty and 
administrators from throughout the university. But, as can 
be seen from a 1970 document he prepared for UNESCO on the 
training of university administrators, he was concerned with 
a number of difficulties confronting such an inter¬ 
disciplinary professional program. He stressed the need 
for in-depth work in several disciplines and noted the 
importance of faculty from the behavioral sciences. 
The best faculty come from the area of the 
behavioural sciences, those who have studied 
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psychological and sociological aspects of 
organization and administration, but they are 
reluctant to transfer from their own discipline. . 
. . The preparation of college-level adminis¬ 
trators should not be thought of as a narrow 
specialization. In a way, the whole university 
should be concerned with and involved in the 
programme, as in the opening of possible 
internship positions and in using inter¬ 
disciplinary courses and seminars to train 
administrators .... It is also possible to 
arrange interdisciplinary programmes that combine 
either public or business administration with that 
of higher education. The University of Michigan 
has developed such programmes. (Henderson, p. 14) 
Nevertheless, locating Higher Education programs within 
Ed Schools gave them, in almost all instances, the aura of 
being "a narrow specialisation” and the university-wide base 
of support was not to be found. Furthermore, most external 
money for Higher Education research did not go directly to 
Higher Education programs, but to the newly established 
university Higher Education research centers or directly to 
colleges and universities to do their own self-studies.^^ 
By 1970, though many Higher Education programs were 
trying to be multi-disciplinary in focus, they were buried 
inside Schools of Education - schools that lacked prestige 
elsewhere in the university. Their efforts to form liaisons 
with other faculty outside the Ed School were haphazard and 
partially successful at best. Furthermore, as partly 
professional programs, they were continually torn between 
the need to develop scholarship and the need to train 
professionals. The Higher Education faculty coped, much as 
faculty elsewhere in the Ed School coped, by becoming 
politically astute enough to maintain viable programs within 
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the School of Education. Much effort and energy, of 
necessity, was centered on program viability. The 
development of grand ideas and informing concepts was left 
to others, usually outside the Ed School.Higher 
Education program faculty found themselves in the 
paradoxical position of trying to build a field of study, 
while what scholarship there was had been generated largely 
from outside Higher Education programs. 
The Michigan program provided a model for others to 
follow. However, by 1970, Henderson's ideas of joint 
doctoral programs and separate post-doctoral degree programs 
were echoed by very few in Higher Education and he, himself, 
had broadened and adapted his ideas to fit within the 
parameters of a fairly traditional doctoral program within 
the Ed School. 
Chasms remained between Higher Education research 
centers and programs and the larger university community. 
For example, the 1964 issue of Daedalus. entitled "The 
Contemporary University: U.S.A.," while including 
contributions from a wide range of scholars based in the 
academic disciplines, including Clark Kerr, did not include 
anyone affiliated with the Higher Education research centers 
or Higher Education departments. 
Concerned about the limited impact of Higher Education 
programs on the rest of the college and university 
community, John Ewing asked: 
Since Higher Education instruction has now been 
actively on the scene for more than four decades. 
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it may be possible to determine if it has had any 
measurable influence on practice or performance in 
American higher education. Is there any tangible 
evidence, any statistical data, that can be used 
to support the belief that it is serving usefully? 
Or is it still too early to determine its 
influence accurately? (Ewing, 1963, p. 97) 
Clearly, Higher Educators, from Cowley to Eckert to 
Henderson, wanted to have an impact on the rest of academia. 
Each, in very different ways, had tried to form Higher 
Education into an academic field of study. Yet, as they all 
were aware, those within the academy had never stopped 
writing and thinking about higher education. There 
continued to be two approaches to the study of higher 
education: one centered on forming some type of academic 
field of study and the other focused on examining the nature 
and purpose of higher education from the perspectives of 
administrative leaders and thinkers throughout academia. 
What Ewing and others were beginning to ask, however, was 
what impact did those trying to build Higher Education into 
an academic field of study have on the rest of academia? 
College and University Leaders and Thinkers Produce 
Innovative Institutional Plans and Programs 
If, in 1963, John Ewing had had to ask whether Higher 
Education programs had had much of an impact on the rest of 
academia, it would be fair to say that they probably hadn't 
had an impact. From the 1920s to the 1960s, Higher 
Education continued to be studied and thought about by most 
individuals engaged in college and university administration 
and teaching. This study resulted in new conceptualizations 
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of the undergraduate curriculum, the development of 
experimental colleges, re-structured university programs, 
and new understandings of what higher education was all 
about. 
During the 50-year period from 1920 to 1970, the nature 
of higher education changed remarkably. It expanded and 
adapted to include a much greater number and variety of 
students and it expanded to accommodate the study of new 
fields of knowledge. In response to this growth, academic 
leaders and thinkers continually debated new ways to struc¬ 
ture both the undergraduate and graduate curricula as well 
as new ways of defining the mission of higher education. 
Conspicuously absent from discussions concerning the 
nature of higher education were most Higher Education 
program faculty. The chronology at the end of this section 
shows Higher Education program growth which reflected the 
expansion of Schools of Education and other graduate 
programs throughout academia. However, the ever-expanding 
Higher Education program faculty did not significantly 
influence the rest of academia. In fact, their efforts to 
form a separate academic field of study often proved 
counterproductive. For example, by trying to split off from 
AAHE to form a separate professional group. Higher Ed 
faculty actually separated themselves from those who they 
would influence in the rest of academia. What follows is a 
brief overview of the major individuals and events that did 
affect higher education from 1920 to 1970.^® 
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The first individual to significantly influence 
academia in this general study of its purposes was Robert 
Maynard Hutchins, President of the University of Chicago 
from 1930 to the early 1950sLike many others who 
followed him, he wrestled with one fundamental problem: as 
knowledge expanded, it became more and more fragmented, 
producing narrower and narrower fields of specialization and 
leaving undergraduate education formless and fragmented. He 
wrote about his solution and then put it into practice in 
the undergraduate college of the University of Chicago. 
"The College offered a balanced and prescribed program . . . 
in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences, 
mathematics, writing, and foreign languages, with 
culminating efforts to employ history and philosophy as 
means of integration" (Ward, Change, July 1989, pp. 27-28). 
Others instituted a variety of new approaches to the problem 
of undergraduate education at St. Johns, Bennington, Bard, 
Black Mountain, and elsewhere. 
Following the second World War, the Harvard University 
report, entitled General Education in a Free Society, set 
the broad parameters for the development of the under¬ 
graduate curriculum for the next twenty years. It served to 
trigger curricular reform in liberal arts colleges 
throughout the country.^® In addition, the influx of 
students as a result of the GI bill, as well as increased 
government and business support for research, began to 
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transform the nature of higher education in the 1950s and 
1960s. President Conant of Harvard and others recommended 
the expansion of junior colleges to meet the educational 
needs of some of the new students. As these colleges 
expanded in size and number, research universities also grew 
and changed. 
Ultimately, the university was reshaped and Clark Kerr 
elucidated the new form of the university in 1963, when he 
described the multiversity - an institution with teaching, 
research, and service functions. As the '60s progressed and 
the student movement began, Kerr and others studied colleges 
and universities to try and understand what was going on. 
The responses ranged from the work of the Carnegie 
Commission (which the students would characterize as being 
"the establishment") to sociological studies (the most 
famous by Christopher Jencks and David Riesman) to works by 
individual faculty, such as The Ideal of the University by 
the philosopher, Robert Paul Wolff (1969). 
As the 1960s ended, there continued to be much 
confusion and discussion about the purposes of higher 
education. But, ultimately, the role of the Higher 
Education program faculty was insignificant in all this. 
Figure 2 shows the growth of both Higher Education programs 
and all of academia. Though forces within academia 
influenced the size, shape, and scope of Higher Education 
programs, the opposite did not occur. 
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Higher Education Programs All of Higher Education 
1920 Higher Education 
programs emerge at Teachers 
College, Columbia and 
several other schools 
1930 The Journal of Higher 
Education is founded 
1938 Palmer identifies 36 
Higher Education programs 
1940s Ruth Eckert coor¬ 
dinates Minnesota's 
Higher Education program 
1954 Algo Henderson develops 
a professional program for 
post-doctoral faculty in¬ 
terested in administration 
mid-1950s Higher Education 
centers at Teachers College. 
Michigan and Berkeley begin 
1963 Ewing finds 90 Higher 
Education programs 
Late 1960s Groups of Higher 
Education program faculty 
begin efforts to form a 
separate professional 
organization 
1969 Rogers finds 86 Higher 
Education programs. All in 
Schools of Education 
1969 Cowley decries the 
training of college and uni¬ 
versity administrators in 
Higher Education programs 
located within the Ed School 
1929 Robert Maynard Hutchins 
begins over 20 years of 
undergraduate curricular 
reform at the University of 
Chicago 
1930s Bennington, Black Mt., 
St. John's, and other 
collegiate experiments begin 
1936 Hutchins writes the 
Higher Learning in America 
1945 General Education in 
a Free Society is written 
at Harvard and sets the 
stage for change over the 
next 20 years 
THE GI BILL leads to 
incredible expansion and 
access to higher education 
1963 Clark Kerr writes The 
Uses of the University 
1960s Student movement (free 
speech movement begins at 
Berkeley in 1964) 
1968 Jencks and Riesman write 
The Academic Revolution which 
happens to refer to faculty 
not students 
1968 The first Carnegie Com¬ 
mission Report on Higher 
Education is published 
Continued on the next page. 
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Figure 2, continued: 
Higher Education Programs_All of Higher Education 
1970 Algo Henderson revises 1969 The Ideal of a Uni- 
and broadens the options for versity is writtf^n hy 
the graduate study of Higher Robert Paul Wolff 
Education (UNESCO Report) 
FIGURE 2. CHRONOLOGY: SOME LANDMARKS IN THE EVOLUTION OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND OF HIGHER EDUCATION ITSELF 
(1920-1970) 
Summary 
From 1920 to 1970, doctoral degree granting programs in 
Higher Education emerged within Schools of Education. The 
shape (or, rather, lack of shape) of the programs was con¬ 
trolled by faculty who were never able to concur on whether 
they were forming an academic discipline, a profession or 
some other type of field. Nor were they able to delimit 
their mission, choosing to develop eclectic programs to meet 
the needs of an ever-widening group of students. 
Higher Education was studied from many perspectives by 
faculty and administrators in those programs as well as by 
those elsewhere in the university. The subject matter 
remained multi-disciplinary. In order to stay current in 
the various contributing fields. Higher Education faculty 
would have had to work closely with other faculty in the 
university. Yet, on the whole, such cooperation never 
existed. Furthermore, the major changes and innovations in 
academia from 1920 to 1970 came from elsewhere in the 
university and not from Higher Education program faculty. 
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At their best. Higher Education programs and research 
centers provided opportunities for scholars and students to 
come together, reflect, and go beyond disciplinary biases — 
to do good work. Too often, that function was lost to 
to politically maintain Higher Education programs 
within schools of education. 
In Chapter 3, Higher Education scholarship from 1960 to 
1990 is examined to see whether or not the Higher Educators 
were able to develop a cohesive body of research and theory 
as part of their efforts to form an academic field of study. 
Endnotes 
1. Although a few studies claim that Byron Burns Young's 
(1952) and John Ewing's research (1963) indicated that 
the impetus for the first Higher Education programs 
came from programs to better train college teachers, I 
would dispute that. One of the major purposes of both 
studies was to trace the evolution of Higher Education 
as an academic discipline. Many of Ewing's insights 
were based on earlier work done by Burns Young, who 
notes that the early courses taught by President Hall 
and others, as well as the early Higher Education 
courses at Columbia, Chicago, Stanford, and Ohio State 
were primarily focused on Higher Education 
administration. Courses and writings in the area of 
improvement of college instruction were introduced 
later. The first courses, in fact, appear to be in 
college administration and organization. Ewing was 
able to better document the actual dates of the 
founding of a number of Higher Education programs and 
courses than was Young, but Young's study is rich in 
historical detail. 
2. Furthermore, early attempts to make the Higher 
Education courses of interest to faculty and students 
located elsewhere in the university all failed. (Burns 
Young - example of Columbia course, 1952, p. 132). 
3. For a list of the early courses offered in Higher 
Education programs in schools and departments of 
education, see Ewing (1963); also see Timothy O'Leary, 
published dissertation, 1941, which traced the 
evolution of a number of leading schools of education - 
Teachers College, Michigan, Stanford, and Berkeley and 
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provides detailed information on courses offered in 
Higher Education. The evolution of Higher Education 
studies can be viewed as a small part of the larger 
whole - as courses and programs proliferated within 
schools of education. At the University of Michigan, 
junior college teaching certificates were available as 
early as 1921. Berkeley and Stanford included the 
junior college early on in their curricula (see Dibden, 
1965, p. 210). Berkeley offered such a certificate by 
1928. At Chicago, under Charles Judd, the first 
courses in Higher Education were offered in 1920 and 
centered on administration and finance. Yet by the 
1930s, courses existed in the junior college, student 
personnel, administration, curriculum, tests, as well 
as courses for teachers, particularly at the junior 
college level (Ewing, p. 44). 
4. Scholars were studying the rise of universities from 
the time of the middle ages. Charles Homer Haskins, 
who taught at Harvard from 1902 until 1931, delivered a 
series of lectures in 1923 at Brown University that 
became the classic: The Rise of Universities. One of 
the most famous of these historians was Rashdall 
Hastings. Edwin Slosson's Great American Universities 
(1910) minutely described a number of universities 
which he believed would become ever greater. 
5. The Cooperative Testing Service inter-college 
comparative achievement tests - not only measured 
students before entering, but also while in college. 
In addition, colleges were compared to each other. 
This massive assessment movement, led primarily by 
educationists, died out before World War II, but is 
back in the late 1980s (see Boyer, Ewell, Finnery, & 
Mingle, 1987). 
6. Note: Flexner and Bachman, Public Education in 
Maryland: A Report to Maryland Educational Survey 
Commission in 1916 and Flexner The American College 
(1906). Though he had a reverence for learning, in his 
Autobiography. he claims that he had too many divergent 
interests to be a professor. He was an administrator 
first and foremost, using money and his own insights to 
foster change in higher education. He argued that 
"universities have with startling suddenness become 
big. They have lost plasticity, they are so big that 
in every direction they are pressed for funds; they 
have had to be organized as business is organized, 
which is precisely the type of organization that is 
inimical to the purposes for which they exist and 
unpleasant to the type of person needed to promote 
science and scholarship. They have been dragged into 
the marketplace" (Flexner, Autobiography. p. 237). In 
1918, the sociologist, Thorstein Veblen expressed a 
79 
similar concern about higher education in The Higher 
—in America. He lamented "the substitution of 
impersonal, mechanical relations, standards and tests, 
in the place of personal conferences, guidance and 
association between teachers and students” (p. 224). 
Unlike his fellow sociologists at the University of 
Chicago, Veblen chose not to do field research but 
preferred more general studies and commentary on 
society. 
7. For a discussion of Committee Q of the American 
Association of University of Professors and its 
assertion that the professional training of high school 
teachers should not be extended to college and 
university faculty, see Clifford and Guthrie, 1988, pp. 
147-149. NOTE: This concern was reflected in faculty 
surveys of the 1920s/30s. 
8. A seminar in Higher Education was offered at Harvard, 
but later discontinued. He also noted that "the 
Association of American Colleges and its Executive 
Secretary, in particular, have contributed in no small 
measure to the promotion of this movement and to the 
development of a science of college administration" 
(Palmer, p. 288). Educationists were already trying to 
claim for Higher Education what they had attempted to 
claim for educational administration during the 1920s. 
9. According to Walter Pilkington, Hamilton College. 1912- 
1962. Clinton, NY: Hamilton College, 1962, p. 270, 
"Cowley resigned . . . leaving behind him a community 
so riven that only time and such charity as operates on 
a college campus would bind it together. Despite the 
merits of his proposals and his yeoman's service in 
promoting alumni interest in the College, he had moved 
forward too fast, too comprehensively, and with too 
little regard for tradition." 
10. The Minnesota Summer Seminar was a forerunner of 
Harvard's summer seminars for college and university 
administrators. The current summer program at Harvard 
is known as the Institute of Educational Management 
(lEM) and Dr. Arthur Levine is the Chairman. 
11. The first center at Teachers' College, Columbia 
University, headed by Earl J. McGrath, provided 
inservice training and produced research. Its major 
focus centered on a study of the "Curriculum of Liberal 
Arts Colleges and Professional Schools," which was the 
particular interest of its Director (Ewing, 1963, p. 
61). The center at the University of Michigan was 
directed by Algo D. Henderson. It provided a bridge to 
the rest of the university and is the only one of the 
three original Higher Education research centers to 
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have continued without interruption until the present. 
The third center, at Berkeley, was chaired by T. R. 
McConnell. It was inter-disciplinary and inter¬ 
departmental, reporting directly to the Dean of the 
Graduate School. Established through the efforts of 
McConnell and Clark Kerr, it published numerous studies 
in the *50s and '60s on college attendance, transfer 
rates from two-year to four-year institutions, student 
development, and high-ability students (see Ewing, p. 
63). The Center employed scholars from throughout the 
University, including education. "By 1965 [it] had 
evolved into a large federal research and development 
center. The Carnegie Commission of Higher Education 
(1967-1974) was also headquartered in Berkeley, under 
the leadership of Clark Kerr, formerly Berkeley 
Chancellor and University President." (Clifford & 
Guthrie, 1988, p. 177). 
12. Cowley had tried and failed in the late 1950s to form a 
similar organization of professors of Higher Education. 
13. While his focus centered on universities throughout the 
world, Henderson did reiterate his own approach to the 
study of Higher Education and provided a summary of the 
Higher Education program at the University of Michigan 
in one of the report's appendices. While he still 
stressed the utility of a post-doctoral program of 
study for faculty interested in becoming administrators 
and cited the continuing success of such a program at 
Michigan, he also outlined the components of a doctoral 
program in Higher Education Administration. 
14. A number of comparative higher education studies have 
shown that only in the United States were there Higher 
Education programs designed primarily to train 
university administrators and secondarily to educate 
faculty and researchers. Other countries had centers 
or institutes for the study of Higher Education, 
usually government-funded, but little else. See 
Altbach (1979; 1985), Clark (1983), Church (1985), and 
Premfors (1986 - two articles). 
15. Several developments provided these faculty with 
scholarship on which to, if not build an academic 
discipline or profession, then, at least, base their 
coursework. These developments were the funding of 
Higher Education centers outside the schools of 
education, the funding of institutional self-studies, 
and the development of a number of scholarly studies 
centering on higher education that arose from faculty 
working in the academic disciplines and other fields of 
study. The few nationally recognized centers for the 
study of Higher Education provided what the vast 
majority of Higher Education programs located within 
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schools of education could not: an opportunity for 
multi-disciplinary research, drawing on the talents of 
faculty from several departments throughout the 
university. A number of disciplines generated research 
and scholarship in the study of various aspects of 
Higher Education. During the early post-war period, 
however, the most significant contribution came from 
Sociology and a number of its subfields (sociology of 
science, sociology of knowledge, comparative sociology, 
and so forth). Most importantly, a new subfield 
entitled sociology of higher education began to emerge 
after World War II. Sociologists like Burton Clark and 
Martin Trow were active in a number of national centers 
for the study of Higher Education as well as the 
Carnegie studies. They produced theories and original 
insights. Their efforts, however, were not focused on 
forming Higher Education into either a separate 
academic discipline or professional field of study. 
16. Exception - some faculty began to move in the 1960s 
into Higher Education programs from careers in 
sociology and elsewhere (example: Martin Trow, Burton 
Clark - through mechanisms of inter-disciplinary 
centers for the study of Higher Education). 
17. He was such an acknowledged leader that he was selected 
to write the lead article for the new Journal of Higher 
Education in 1930. 
18. For a comprehensive look at the implications of General 
Education and the major role of Columbia University, 
see Daniel Bell, The Reforming of General Education: 
Columbia College Experiences in its National Setting. 
Columbia University Press, 1966. 
19. Of Barzun (1968), Nisbet (1966), Hook (1974), Corson 
(1975), and Rudolph (1966), none were from Higher 
Education programs. 
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CHAPTER 3 
HIGHER EDUCATION LITERATURE AND RESEARCH (1960 TO 1990) 
If the research in higher education ended, it would 
scarcely be missed. (George Keller, "Trees Without 
Fruit - the Problem of Research about Higher Education" 
- 1985) 
The Higher Education research community should document 
and publicize its many contributions to academic 
policy. (David Eli Drew, "Seeing the Forest for the 
Trees - Contributions of Research on Higher Education" 
- a response to George Keller; 1986) 
Introduction 
One way that faculty in Higher Education programs and 
research centers have attempted to form Higher Education 
into an academic field of study has been through the 
development of a research base. This effort, however, has 
been fraught with difficulties because so many different 
individuals were thinking and writing about higher education 
in so many different ways. Further, the Higher Education 
faculty have been in the minority if measured against all 
who have written about higher education. 
This chapter is divided into two sections. The first 
examines Higher Education research produced by faculty and 
f^earchers in Higher Education programs and centers. It 
focuses on what is best and worst about their research as 
well as on how these "Higher Educators"* have tried to find 
unifying principles for Higher Education research. 
* "Higher Educators refers to individuals within or 
affiliated with Higher Education programs in schools of 
education whose primary interest is the academic study of 
Higher Education. 
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The second section centers on the wide range of 
scholarly studies about higher education which have been 
undertaken by academics outside of schools of education and 
Higher Education research centers. 
Underlying the discussions in both sections of the 
chapter is the question: have the Higher Educators been 
able to shape this disparate research into a cohesive form 
on which to build an academic field of study? 
The Best and Worst of Higher Educators' Research 
and Attempts to Synthesize It 
"Higher Educators'" research has varied widely in 
quality, borrowing methodology and theoretical principles 
from many fields of study. Higher Educators have yet to 
develop unique methodologies and underlying philosophical 
questions of their own around which a research agenda could 
be formed. As a consequence, some Higher Educators have 
begun to try to carve out various subfields or topics of 
study, assuming that by doing so they might more easily 
begin to build a research base for each area. Others have 
attempted to synthesize a number of topics into larger areas 
of study. 
The broad topic of Higher Education could and has been 
divided in many ways: by functions, organizational units, 
activities, constituents, issues, and a myriad other 
categories.^ This section examines these topic areas at 
their best and at their worst by focusing on two of them: 
the history of higher education and the "subfield" of 
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postsecondary organization theory. It then details ways in 
which Higher Educators have tried to develop unifying 
principles across disciplines and topic areas. 
Postsecondary Organization Theory will be examined 
first. The larger inter-disciplinary field of organization¬ 
al behavior emerged as part of the development of management 
science after World War II, producing "an extensive 
literature and some highly sophisticated journals on 
organizational theory, research, and application" (Peterson, 
1985, p. 5). 
Trying to wed an understanding of the factors which 
make higher education institutions unique with theories 
derived from organizational analysis. Higher Educators have 
attempted to form a body of research in support of 
"postsecondary organizational theory." Beginning in the 
1960s, T. R. McConnell of Berkeley, Algo Henderson of 
Michigan, and others have attempted to use organizational 
theory to analyze the institution of higher education. 
Marvin Peterson, Director of Michigan's Higher Education 
Research Center, has continued their work.^ 
Some truly original insights have occurred in the area 
of postsecondary organization theory such as Burton Clark's 
organizational saga (the institution's story or heritage 
lives in the minds of its faculty, students, alumni, and the 
like, 1970), M. D. Cohen and J. G. March's concept of 
organized anarchy (a vivid portrait of an institution 
comprised of highly independent individuals and departments. 
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1974), and K. Weick's loosely coupled idea (an organization 
is more than its formal structure, but must be understood by 
informal alliances, 1976). In these instances, researchers 
looking at higher education were able to develop insights 
and theories which then affected thinkers in another field 
(organizational behavior). In other words. Higher Education 
researchers did not merely make use of theories from another 
area of study, but actually contributed to theory 
development. But these studies were generated over a decade 
ago. In 1966, Peterson noted that these studies had been 
successful in that 
we have contributed greatly, if indirectly, and in 
a cumulative fashion. For example, administrators 
are not comfortable with our varied conceptions of 
organization theory and decision-making and often 
recognize and are able to deal with the fact that 
their institutional dynamics may be simultaneously 
bureaucratic, anarchic, loosely coupled, 
political, and consensual. (Peterson, 1986, p. 
148) . 
Despite these successes, this narrowly defined area of 
study has still not been able to avoid some pitfalls. As 
Peterson has noted, most contributions have used "borrowed 
models. ... It is ironic that in postsecondary education, 
which many argue is unique, so little attention is given to 
theory generation and so much reliance is placed on 
borrowing models from [other] institutional settings" (p. 
7) . 
Furthermore, he noted 
Because so much organizational research in higher 
education is problem oriented, the research 
reviews have focused on categorizing the research 
around issues addressed, patterns of descriptive 
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findings, types of institutions studied, methods 
used, and so forth — not on evidence converging 
with a model or its prediction. There are few 
scholarly outlets for reviews of this nature. (p. 
8) 
While a number of interesting studies were completed in 
the mid-1970s, new theories and syntheses have not been 
developed since that time. Peterson has asserted that a key 
to further progress is some effective way of getting 
researchers to work across disciplines as they have at 
Michigan. But he has cautioned that '"an organizational 
behavior seminar* at the University of Michigan [which] 
involved 25 faculty from Law, Business, Education, Social 
Work, Engineering, Public Policy, Sociology, Psychology, 
Public Health, Political Science. . . . did not get 
organized until a visiting scholar who had met us 
individually invited us all to lunch" (Peterson, p. 11) 
Two new inter-disciplinary works have been written: 
First, Robert Birnbaum recently attempted to fuse organ¬ 
izational theory with studies on academic administration in 
How Colleges Work: The Cybernetics of Academic Organization 
and Leadership (1988). In this book, Birnbaum, who is well- 
known by many other Higher Educators, provided useful 
overviews of much of the literature dealing with 
organizational theory, decision-making and the role of 
academic administrators. One critic noted, however, that "I 
am disappointed, not by Birnbaum's work, but by the limited 
progress we have made in the area of organizational theory 
in higher education" (Reves, Journal of Higher Education, 
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May/June, 1990, p. 359). While useful and insightful in a 
number of ways, the book relied heavily on theories derived 
from systems analysis which has tended to promote static 
views of organizations. As Reves pointed out, "the emphasis 
placed on rules and regulations and other structural 
processes leads organizational analysts to neglect the more 
dynamic aspects of colleges and universities" (Reves, p. 
359). Limited by the current state of postsecondary 
organizational theory, the book could only go so far. 
However, William Tierney's Curricular Landscapes, Democratic 
Vistas; Transformative Leadership in Higher Education 
(1989), went beyond the limitations of current postsecondary 
organization theory by making use of theoretical frameworks 
derived from anthropology. Unlike earlier researchers in 
the area of postsecondary organization theory, Tierney moved 
beyond its boundaries by broadening his concept of 
organizations at the onset. He noted that 
Postsecondary organizations are cultures that 
embody competing conceptions of reality and what 
constitutes knowledge. If knowledge is socially 
constructed, then the methodology used to study 
the curriculum needs to unearth the multitude of 
organizational voices in order to understand how 
knowledge has been constructed, who has 
constructed it, and what alternative constructions 
are possible, (p. 4) 
Tierney has linked an understanding of the curriculum 
with an understanding of each college's organization and 
culture and the ways in which they are tied to society. He 
then has made use of in-depth interviews to help him 
understand each institution studied. His research 
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exemplifies the fact that Higher Educators, making use of 
theories from a variety of disciplines, can then develop new 
and intriguing insights about higher education organiza¬ 
tions. However, Tierney and a number of others like him, 
have few colleagues among Higher Educators with whom to form 
a strong research community. What impact, if any, they will 
have on postsecondary organization theory remains to be 
seen. 
Why has postsecondary organization theory failed to 
develop further? One answer is that post-secondary 
organization theory has no home. Neither the Association 
for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE), nor the American 
Educational Research Association (AERA) have subdivisions 
that cover this area of study. Nor are there journals or 
monographs devoted to it. Administrators, particularly 
those working in the area of institutional research and 
planning, often join their own professional organizations, 
but not those of the education researchers. Furthermore, 
faculty in various disciplines and in business 
administration have their own organizations as well. 
Concerns have been raised about the fact that the major 
studies were all done in the 1970s and little of added 
significance has occurred since. At its best, postsecondary 
organization theory produced new theories and insights in 
the 1970s, but, at its worst in the 1980s, it appears to 
have lacked a focus or research community to sustain its 
further development. 
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The history of higher education, as a topic area, has 
developed in ways that are similar to postsecondary 
organization theory. The history of higher education also 
reached a peak in the 1970s. Good work continues, but it is 
less and less recognized by Higher Educators or others in 
academia. The generally recognized historical studies about 
Higher Education stem from the 1960s and 1970s, and include 
work by historians like Richard Hofstadter, Paul Rudolph, 
and Laurence Veysey. Building on this historical 
scholarship, two Higher Educators, John Brubacher and Willis 
Rudy, wrote and updated a major work entitled Higher 
Education in Transition: A History of American Colleges and 
Universities. 1636-1976 (3rd ed.), a massive reference work 
which contained a myriad of citations as well as a 
bibliography of American college and university histories. 
It represented the culmination of 20 years of strong 
historical research on higher education, but did not begin a 
new wave of research.^ 
John Thelin has noted that 
we are left with the puzzle, "Why have not the 
scholars of the present generation been able to 
write their own version, their 1980s sequel to 
Rudolph's The American College and University; A 
History?" Whatever the limits of Frederick 
Rudolph's 1962 book, my conclusion is that today 
we are comparable to Rudolph as the medieval 
scholar was to the ancient philosophers: "a dwarf 
standing on the shoulders of a giant." (Thelin, 
1990, p. 415). 
According to Thelin, historians of higher education 
have, in recent years, taken a new approach to the history 
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of higher education, relying on methods from a variety of 
fields as well as from history. They have done this to 
broaden the community of scholars working on the history of 
higher education as well as to make use of new methods of 
inquiry to enrich their research. In the latter instance, 
Thelin has noted some promising new approaches to historical 
research through the juxtaposition of historical documents 
with current policy studies. For instance. 
Might not the Pritchard Committee Report in 
Kentucky be comparable to the struggles which 
Tappan faced in building Michigan's great state 
university over a century ago? The genre of 
policy and planning reports are intriguing not 
only because they deal with significant higher 
education issues; but, also, because comprehensive 
policy analysis done correctly draws from a rich 
and varied range of orientations and disciplines - 
history, sociology, political science, economics, 
and demography. And, our attention on the campus 
as the crucial unit is expanded to include the 
context of external structures, events and forces. 
Herein lies a promising approach to a mature, 
interdisciplinary study of higher education. 
(Thelin, 1986, p. 168). 
Yet, little has been done to follow Thelin's 
suggestions for new interdisciplinary scholarly research, 
even though Burton Clark (1984) and others have recommended, 
for example, combining sociological and historical 
perspectives to understand how improving a college's image 
can lead it from local to national recognition. 
While this type of interdisciplinary research holds 
promise, the small group of historians of higher education 
have had little impact outside their community. 
Virtually unnoticed outside the circle of 
historians are recent works which . . . test some 
of our most fundamental impressions of higher 
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education in such important themes as 
institutional founding and survival, access and 
exclusion, retention, social mobility, gender, and 
public policy. (Thelin, ASHE-ERIC, 1986, p. 3). 
In short, the historians of higher education are engaged in 
"a fragile enterprise which lacks security, support, or 
clear affiliations. . . .This distinctive research effort 
faces lean times, and at worst, may be on borrowed time" 
(Thelin, 1985, p. 374). 
Where topics have been approached at their best, as 
with the history of higher education and postsecondary 
organization theory in the 1970s, they have been studied 
since the 1950s, 1960s, or earlier and have relied on a 
strong research base from a previously established larger 
field of study. In addition, scholars grounded in the 
parent discipline (for example, history) have usually taken 
an interest in the topic. Indeed, it was most often during 
the time that those scholars were working that the topics 
flourished as areas of study. 
Where topic areas are at their worst, as in 
postsecondary organization theory in the mid- to late 1980s, 
they have become increasingly fragmented, not benefiting 
from efforts to synthesize them. Furthermore, a large 
enough group of scholars to support new and substantial 
research initiatives has not formed. 
As it became more and more difficult to maintain 
various topic areas as full-fledged areas of research, 
attempts at new syntheses for Higher Education research were 
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begun. These efforts to find unifying principles have 
centered around three different approaches: development of 
Higher Education study as an academic discipline, a newly 
emergent field, or a profession. 
Higher Education as an Academic Discipline 
Beginning with Hal Cowley, a number of Higher Educators 
have persisted in trying to form Higher Education into an 
academic discipline with a research-based literature. Yet, 
they have often been opposed and criticized by other Higher 
Educators, particularly those who were interested in forming 
Higher Education into some other type of field. As two 
Higher Educators, Walter Hobbs and John Francis,^ noted. 
Higher education is simply not a discipline. It 
is not addressed to one distinctive dimension of 
the empirical world. . . . Indeed, one can hardly 
imagine higher education divorced from sociology, 
for example, or from economics, history, 
philosophy, psychology, or political science. 
(Hobbs St Francis, 1973, p. 56). 
Why has this largely derivative, fragmented, and 
uncohesive "literature” about higher education evolved and 
why, as Hobbs and Francis have indicated, is it not an 
academic discipline? As the social sciences began to emerge 
from moral philosophy one hundred years ago, they relied on 
theoretical constructs and approaches from other academic 
disciplines, just as Higher Education does today. Yet their 
story is different from the story of Higher Education. 
The answer is, in part, linked to the different 
historical and institutional context in which the social 
sciences emerged. In part, it is related to differences in 
93 
subject matter between the social sciences and Higher 
Education Studies. This chapter is confined to this latter 
aspect. 
When psychology evolved, it fused two major areas of 
study: physiology and philosophy. It attempted, through 
laboratory research, to answer philosophical questions about 
the nature of man and mind, through physical and 
physiological means. Several schools of thought evolved, 
some relying wholly on behavior modification studies and 
others focusing on testing the perceptions of individuals 
through a whole series of specialized tests. But, in all 
cases, the underlying philosophical approach to the subject 
(understanding the human psyche) remained the same. As an 
academic discipline, psychology evolved a common literature, 
theories, and base for understanding. No matter how diverse 
the interests of scholars who approached the subject of 
psychology, they all had a common framework of understanding 
(Murphy & Kovach, 1972). None of these things can be said 
of those studying higher education. Brubacher and Rudy® and 
a number of others have decried the lack of any underlying 
philosophical basis for the study of Higher Education. 
Yet such a philosophical basis implies that the 
components of an academic discipline are present. When the 
disciplines were formed in the nineteenth century, the model 
for their formation was the natural and physical sciences. 
As Thomas Kuhn has noted in The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions (1970), physicists develop new theories in many 
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different ways, but behind their theory development are 
shared rules and shared examples (the latter he called 
paradigms). In subsequent works, he modified the concept of 
paradigm, substituting for it "disciplinary matrix" which 
embraced "all shared group commitments" (Kuhn, 1977, p. 
319) . As Kuhn noted, scholarly scientific communities are 
easily identified. This becomes less clear in the social 
sciences, still less clear in such diffuse fields as 
education. He opposed the use of "paradigm" in fields 
outside the sciences and yet scholars have appropriated it. 
Some Higher Educators have called for "common paradigms," 
but how is that possible (Altbach, 1985)?^ Those who have 
tried to develop Higher Education into an academic 
discipline by following the pattern set forth by the 
sciences (the development of theories, a distinct body of 
knowledge, and research-based literature) have been 
continually frustrated in their endeavors. There is no more 
a "science of Higher Education" than there is a "science of 
education." 
Furthermore, too often in an attempt to be "scien¬ 
tific," Higher Educators have tried to quantify the 
unquantifiable. Recently, Vincent Tinto, a Higher Educator 
who has studied college students extensively, noted that "If 
the only question institutions ask is, 'How do we retain 
students?' it's the wrong question" (Chronicle of Higher 
Education. May 9, 1990, p. A18) for "of all the fields of 
education, higher education is the least willing to invest 
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the time and labor required to understand how students 
understand the world” (p. A18). Relying on quantitative 
means "allows us to avoid the thorny and sometimes 
threatening question of how our own actions as faculty and 
staff shape a student's dropping out” (p. A18).® 
Increasingly, Higher Educators have gone beyond such 
critiques of method and have completely abandoned attempts 
to form Higher Education into an academic discipline. 
Higher Education as a Professional Field 
If the study of Higher Education could not be an 
academic discipline, then could it be a professional field? 
Within the profession of law, for example, a common body of 
knowledge and approach to understanding it through the study 
of previous cases has evolved. By the early twentieth 
century, means were provided for lawyers to obtain a broad 
base of knowledge and skills as well as to develop expertise 
in a particular area. Examinations were developed by the 
legal profession to ensure professional eligibility. It 
became a professional field of study, relying, in part, on 
knowledge from the academic disciplines, but, more 
importantly, relying on the ever-growing body of case law 
for its common knowledge base. But the Higher Education 
literature has no such common knowledge base and technical 
approach to the study of higher education administration. 
Studies abound, some relying on approaches from business 
administration and some from educational administration 
(Bolman, 1965; Schultz, 1968; Keller, 1983).® But they have 
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yet to be fused into a rigorous, sequential set of topics, 
forming a professional area of study. 
In discussing the impact of business literature on 
Higher Education research, Ellen Chaffee has noted 
Higher Education authors seemed to have sensed the 
importance of interpretive strategy before 
business authors did and they seem to have clung 
to the linear model longer. The evaluation of 
strategy was foreshortened in the Higher Education 
literature, probably because diverse elements, 
including the long history of business literature 
were tapped almost simultaneously by various 
Higher Education authors. (Smart, Vol. 1, p. 149) 
In other words, much of the research that would support 
the development of Higher Education into a professional 
field has been random and unsystematic. A variety of 
individuals have been involved for a variety of reasons. 
One major attempt to synthesize some of the literature 
related to Higher Education Administration has been the 
volume entitled Kev Resources on Higher Education 
Governance. Management, and Leadership, edited by Marvin 
Peterson and Lisa Mets in 1987.^° A massive volume, 
including topics ranging from institutional planning to 
academic quality to the college presidency, it provides an 
extensive overview of the research on those topic areas. As 
with other volumes of this sort, the authors provide often 
insightful critiques of the literature and, at times, 
intriguing topics for further study - but who will carry on 
the study and what will be studied? A true research 
community centered around Higher Education as a professional 
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li3s yGt to b© fomiGd ©nd so th© cju©stion 2r©iii3.ins 
unansw©r©d. 
Thus, in r©vi©wing lit©ratur© about acadomic and 
administrativ© offic©rs, th© authors not© that "th© 
lit©ratur© on th©s© positions is un©v©n in quality and 
scatt©r©d throughout s©v©ral fi©lds” (p. 464). This 
stat©m©nt could b© ©qually valid for most of th© topic 
^r©as. Again and again, difficulties hav© arisen because 
areas hav© been studied, not just by Higher Educators, but 
by academics throughout the university. Few have been aware 
of research undertaken outside their immediate fields of 
study. Higher Educators' attempts at synthesis have yet to 
be widely recognized elsewhere in academia. 
In speaking of Higher Educators' research, David Leslie 
and Joseph Beckham have noted that 
We have probably done little more than collect and 
categorize an eclectic array of ideas to make them 
more accessible. In fact, we have gone a bit 
further to the clever and sophisticated 
manipulation of these ideas - evidence of our 
mastery of formal technique. But just because we 
can do the intellectual footwork does not mean we 
have achieved anything like an architectonically 
mature field - or that we can claim a philosoph¬ 
ical perspective on the knowledge of "higher 
education." (Leslie & Beckham, 1986, p. 124) 
As has been seen, the multi-faceted Higher Education 
literature has not been organized or developed in ways that 
would support the emergence of Higher Education as an 
academic discipline or a professional field of study. Aware 
of these limitations, some have thought of the study 
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of Higher Education as some type of newly emergent field 
like Women's Studies. 
Higher Education as a Newly Emergent Field 
In order to assume that Higher Education is a newly 
emergent field, some over-arching goals and theories would 
still need to be present.In the case of Women's Studies, 
many disciplines are included in that newly emergent field, 
but there is an over-riding philosophical perspective that 
applies to all working within the context of Women's Studies 
(Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986). In 
contrast. Higher Education has not developed such a 
perspective. For example. Burton Clark's Perspectives on 
Higher Education (1984) clearly supported a multi¬ 
disciplinary approach to the topic of higher education. He 
edited a volume making use of eight disciplinary and 
comparative views of higher education. It was one of the 
latest of many different attempts to combine a variety of 
topics in studying Higher Education. While interesting 
insights surfaced, no over-arching theories emerged. 
Though a few Higher Educators have tried over and over 
to provide some common agenda for research, none of their 
agendas has been widely accepted among Higher Educators or 
others. It does not necessarily follow, then, that, just 
because those who study higher education use research 
strategies from a wide range of fields, they have succeeded 
in forming Higher Education into a newly emergent field like 
Women's Studies. What Higher Educators have done is to 
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propose many different ways of combining research findings 
from a variety of fields. Different unifying principles for 
research have been articulated, but none has become 
predominant. 
In short, while some Higher Educators still try to see 
in the broad and diffuse literature about higher education 
the makings of an academic discipline or professional field 
of study, still others are beginning to recognize the 
difficulties, if not impossibilities, inherent in either of 
those approaches and support some new, as yet not clearly 
defined, multi-disciplinary amalgam. Other Higher Educators 
are not interested in forming a field of study at all, but 
are interested in whatever insights can be gleaned from 
being thoughtful about higher education. Perhaps the best 
characterization of Higher Education is as an area of study 
that "centipede-like . . . has a scholarly side with feet in 
many disciplines and a practical side with feet in many 
other activities" (Moore, 1989, p. 135). 
Whereas, Higher Educators have made use of a wide range 
of scholarly work from elsewhere in academia, it is not 
clear whether their attempts to synthesize Higher Education 
research findings have had an impact on the rest of 
academia. What, then, were faculty and administrators 
outside Schools of Education studying in relation to Higher 
Education from 1960 to 1990; and were they influenced at all 
by the work of the Higher Educators? 
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Wide-Ranging Scholarly Studies are Carried Out bv Faculty 
and Administrators Outside Schools of Education 
Faculty in Higher Education programs were not the only 
ones interested in doing Higher Education research. From 
the 1960s on, much Higher Education scholarship came from 
outside Higher Education programs. Paul Dressel and Louis 
Mayhew noted this phenomenon in their 1974 book. Higher 
Education as an Emerging Field of Study; 
Many of the most visible contributions of research 
on higher education have been made by persons 
without formal training or fulltime positions in 
the field. Thus, David Riesman began as a 
sociologist, Clark Kerr as a labor economist, and 
Seymour Harris as an economist; and such men have 
generally produced their work not from a depart¬ 
ment of higher education nor from discipline-based 
departments in schools of education, but rather 
from a para-educational bureaucracy or an inter¬ 
disciplinary center for research. (Dressel & 
Mayhew, pp. 105-106) 
Through the mechanism of joint appointments and inter¬ 
disciplinary research centers, a number of scholars who 
initially began to study higher education from the 
standpoint of their own disciplines and professions, 
continued that study in conjunction with work carried out by 
Higher Educators.Others contributed to the study of 
Higher Education, but remained within their own academic 
departments or professional schools and were largely 
oblivious to the work of the Higher Educators. 
As with many topic areas within education, some of the 
earliest and most influential studies about higher education 
were conducted by sociologists and psychologists. The 
sociologists and the sociology of higher education have 
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dominated a great deal of the research in Higher Education. 
Martin Trow, Talcott Parsons, Gerald Platt and Burton Clark, 
all developed various matrices, theoretical constructs, and 
designs to further study Higher Education. 
Martin Trow emphasized that inter-disciplinary research 
undertaken within Centers for such study could produce 
exciting new breakthroughs in knowledge such as the creation 
of psycho-linguistics at the confluence of two disciplines. 
Higher Education does not represent such a breakthrough,^^ 
but rather consists, at times, of a "dialogue” between often 
disparate disciplines. While not referring directly to the 
study of Higher Education, Trow expressed a concern about 
such a fragmented area of study. "Professional courtesy" 
and "lack of specialized expertise," could cause many 
scholars to fail to "go behind the assertions of other 
disciplines to the structure of concepts and data on which 
they are, sometimes precariously, based" (Trow, "Higher 
Education and Moral Development," 1976, p. 24). This 
difficulty plagued the work of many Higher Education 
researchers from 1960 to 1990. , 
One of the early attempts to develop a social science 
framework for the study of Higher Education, depended on 
just such inter-disciplinary cooperation. In 1962, Nevitt 
Sanford, the social psychologist, wrote The American 
College; A Psychological and Social Interpretation of the 
Higher Learning, intending to form a new sub-field of study. 
Central to the volume was an effort on the part of Sanford 
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and Katz (chapter 11) to develop a connection between 
knowledge about the college curriculum and the theory of 
personality. They cited past curricular innovations and 
stated that they were not evaluated in terms of the 
student's personality - something Sanford and Katz proposed 
to do through a scientific approach. Sanford was clear from 
the start that the field he wished to develop had a 
particular focus and did not include studies of colleges as 
institutions or social systems. He would rely, however, on 
aspects of those other studies to inform his research on 
curriculum and the personality. 
The entire first chapter of this volume is devoted to a 
discussion of forming Higher Education into a field of study 
and the complexities of that task. For example: 
There might be an ill-conceived curriculum and a 
network of repressive requirements and 
regulations, and yet there may be groups of 
students whose members stimulate one another 
intellectually and succeed in reaching a high 
level of performance. (Sanford, p. 51). 
One explanation for the book's inability to form a new 
field is that a truly inter-disciplinary effort among social 
scientists did not result. Sanford freely acknowledged that 
fact. The volume did come to the attention of a number of 
Higher Educators, however, as it was referenced in several 
subsequent works and eventually sprouted a sequel in 1981, 
entitled The Modern American College Responding to the New 
Realities of Diverse Students and a Changing Society, by 
Arthur Chickering and associates. Nevitt Sanford wrote the 
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foreword to that volume, noting that his own work. The 
American College, was not widely known by faculty in other 
disciplines outside education. 
His effort to develop a sub-field for research was 
thwarted because the large and various research communities 
that touched on his subject were often unaware of his 
research. For, as Sanford indicated, his book had not even 
been referred to in the enormous (700-page) two volume 1975 
Daedalus. which had sought to define Higher Education 
literature and research primarily from the standpoint of the 
social sciences. 
He was far more confident that Chickering's Modern 
American College would receive inter-disciplinary support, 
because faculty from various disciplines had collaborated on 
the work. Unfortunately, for Sanford, that has not been so. 
In the new volume, Chickering developed a large matrix 
summarizing many of the major thinkers both in adult 
developmental theory and in cognitive development. He 
equated the work of individuals with widely varying theory 
bases and assumptions.^^ Such a synthesis just cannot be 
done. The volume also tried to address the needs of both 
the research community (very broadly defined) and 
practitioners. Like its predecessor, it is more likely to 
impact practitioners than scholars, thereby influencing such 
16 
administrator-based movements as the assessment movement. 
Without having developed a new theoretical framework, it has 
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not played a significant part in the development of a 
scholarly research base for the study of Higher Education. 
Nevitt Sanford was a psychologist who became fascinated 
with certain facets of higher education and ultimately chose 
to continue his research interests by working with Higher 
Educators. However, many other faculty from the disciplines 
and professions have chosen to remain within their own 
fields and have only ventured into the study of higher 
education from time to time. 
Typical of these individuals is the anthropologist, 
Michael Moffatt, who wrote Coming of Aae in New Jersey. 
College and American Culture (1989), which was based on 
anthropological fieldwork he had done at Rutgers University. 
Finding it hard to obtain funding for research outside the 
United States and intrigued by the meaning of the 
undergraduate experience at a state university, Moffatt went 
into the residence halls at Rutgers, mingled with the 
students, and used participant observer and ethnographic 
strategies to study Rutgers undergraduates. His 
bibliography is primarily composed of citations from his own 
discipline, with the exception of a few popular works on 
higher education written by liberal arts faculty and 
government policy makers.^® Moffatt's observations are of 
interest to anyone in academia and anyone interested in 
studying Higher Education. His scholarship, however, is 
based in his discipline and it is to his fellow 
anthropologists that he explains his research methods. 
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Likewise, Ronald Story wrote Harvard and the Boston 
Upper Class, the Forging of an Aristocracy. 1800-1870 (1980) 
as an historian, relying on a wide range of primary sources. 
Story indicated that his work was rooted in several 
historical traditions: 
There is, first, its cultural focus, which derives 
from a particular concept of the relationship 
between consciousness and social class and also 
from the search for a procedure capable of tracing 
the cultural predilections and participation of 
elite Bostonians. The concept comes in part from 
work on mass movements in antebellum New England 
and elsewhere. The procedure comes in part from 
the examples of business history, with its 
attention to who governs whom to what purpose, and 
urbanology, with its sensitivity to institution¬ 
building and associational life. (pp. ix-x) 
Story's book weaves an unusual and compelling history of 
Harvard as the only university in America to have been so 
intertwined in its nineteenth century development with the 
rise of the elite in Boston and, ultimately, the growth of 
the elite elsewhere in the United States. His work has 
implications for social historians, American studies 
scholars, a wide range of social scientists and anyone 
intrigued with higher education in America. Like Moffatt, 
Story worked within the confines of his discipline, was not 
affected by the work of Higher Educators, and yet has 
written something of direct importance to anyone researching 
the history of higher education. 
In philosophy, Anthony T. de Nicolas (1989) has written 
a work entitled Habits of Mind, an Introduction to the 
Philosophy of Education, which examines the philosophical 
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origins of higher education in the United States and sets 
forth an agenda for reshaping undergraduate education. He 
references philosophers and a few social scientists, but no 
Higher Educators. His work, like the works of most faculty 
dealing with general education requirements and other 
curricular matters, shows no influence from Higher 
Educators' research. 
Finally, when college administrators and faculty search 
for insights into organizational change and leadership, for 
example, they are as likely to refer to works by management 
faculty such as The Leadership Challenge. How to Get 
Extraordinary Things Done in Organizations (1987) by James 
M. Kouzes and Barry Z. Posner, as they are to such specific 
books as The Academic Chairperson's Handbook (Creswell, 
Wheeler, Seagren, Egly, & Beyer, 1980), which was 
commissioned by the TIAA-CREF higher education insurance 
group. The works of the Higher Educators are just not that 
well known yet. As John Weidman, Glenn Nelson, and Walter 
RadzSnninski noted in a 1984 study, "a persistent problem for 
the continued academic development of the field of higher 
education is the lack of a widely accepted body of knowledge 
that is considered to be basic for an understanding of the 
field' (p. 279). They conclude that: 
On the basis of the results from the present 
research, we are led to the conclusion that the 
search for a core book literature in the field of 
higher education is just as "illusive" as Bayer 
(1983, p. Ill) has found the search for core 
journals in the field to be. (p. 284) 
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Weidman et al. found that, of all the academics they 
surveyed, each had a different list of favorite higher 
education books. with the exception of Newman's idea of 
University, none of the books were more than 3 0 years old 
and most were more recent. A cohesive Higher Education 
literature was not to be found. 
Furthermore, just as Higher Educators' research is not 
widely known in academia, so, too, much other research on 
Higher Education is little known among Higher Educators. 
Philip Altbach, a scholar of Comparative Higher Education, 
has cautioned that "the work of individual scholars in the 
social sciences rather than education studies, is not 
adequately known by the higher education research community. 
It remains a challenge to tap this rich intellectual 
resource" (1985, p. 12). 
Ironically, ten years before Altbach wrote those words, 
the two-volume, 1975 issue of Daedalus was assembled by a 
number of social scientists for the very purpose that 
Altbach had proclaimed: tapping the rich intellectual 
resources of the entire academic community. Like a number 
of other volumes before it, the Daedalus volume was intended 
to help shape Higher Education as a field of study: 
While no academic discipline can be established by 
fiat, many, in recent years, have been vastly 
expanded and modified through the insistence of 
public and private agencies that the subjects they 
treat are both too serious and too complex to 
depend on ad hoc and occasional inquiry. These 
two Daedalus volumes ought to suggest something 
about the range of interests that exist - that, 
indeed, call out for study. (Daedalus, 1975, 
p. ix) 
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What the Daedalus authors hoped for hasn't happened.^® 
Many academics from all over the university had been 
interested in forming Higher Education into a field of study 
in the 1960s and 1970s. That interest, however, peaked in 
the mid-1970s. Some faculty joined Higher Educators in 
pursuing an interest in Higher Education as a field of 
study. The rest remained within their own disciplines and 
professions. 
Higher Educators were largely isolated within Schools 
of Education, with the exception of a few scholars in major 
interdisciplinary research centers. Higher Education 
continued to be studied, as well, through isolated, 
individual research efforts by faculty and administrators 
elsewhere in academia. Academics considered higher 
education to be a topic for research within the purview of 
anyone in academia and not a specialized research area. 
Thus, former University of California at Berkeley President, 
Clark Kerr, and Harvard University President Derek Bok were 
more likely to be guoted by academics than were most Higher 
Educators. 
In short, though some in academia were influenced by 
Higher Educators' various research efforts, and, in a few 
instances, joined forces with the Higher Educators, on the 
whole that did not happen. Higher Education remained a 
topic open for all to study and not a specialized research 
area. 
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In Summary 
As Ruth Eckert has noted, "Though the study of Higher 
Education is gaining scholarly respect, it has much 
unfinished business" (p. 252) Faculty from outside 
schools of education have taken an interest in inter¬ 
disciplinary and multi-disciplinary work in Higher Education 
and have attempted to define it either broadly or narrowly 
as a topic of study. Yet, each writer has offered a 
different approach to Higher Education study, depending on 
his or her disciplinary background and interests. 
Within Higher Education, possible topics of study are 
as various as the institution of higher education and can be 
divided and sub-divided in any number of ways. Difficulties 
have occurred when Higher Educators have tried to synthesize 
research findings within these loosely defined topic areas. 
Broad-based inter-disciplinary support has often been hard 
to obtain due to the allegiance of many scholars to their 
individual disciplines. Therefore, Higher Education 
research has become diffuse, precisely because of its 
reliance on so many different disciplines and fields. No 
single unified approach to the study of Higher Education has 
emerged.Indeed, even the development of a number of 
differing but identifiable schools of thought has not taken 
place. Pieces of the puzzle exist, but that is all. 
Various researchers, both inside and outside of Higher 
Education programs, have produced good research but each is 
familiar with different groups of scholars, further 
110 
fragmenting efforts to build a field. Furthermore, the lead 
in developing new research areas has often been taken by 
disciplinarians who have grounded their research in the 
methods of their respective disciplines. Yet, as in the 
case of the History of Higher Education, when fewer and 
fewer scholars remain interested, little new significant 
research is produced. 
Finally, the audiences for the research are diverse, 
often leading researchers to write works intended for both 
practitioners and researchers, which have tended to reach 
very few in either group. 
Though some Higher Educators have had good ideas and 
been thoughtful about a number of topic areas, they have not 
succeeded in providing a clear focus and structure for 
Higher Education research. Without a common research base, 
it is difficult, if not impossible, to build an academic 
field. Despite this fact, leading Higher Educators have not 
been dissuaded from trying to form Higher Education into 
some type of academic field. The following chapter examines 
their political, organizational, and institutional efforts 
to establish Higher Education as an academic field of study, 
during the 20-year period from 1970 through 1990. 
Endnotes 
1. Peterson (1986) notes that research on issues could 
include: "innovation, institutional decline, racial 
integration, and interinstitutional coordination" (p. 
145). Zemsky and Tierney call for "institutional and 
system structures, educational processes and higher 
education's capacity for change" (P. 166 of the same 
1986 Winter issue of the Review of Higher Education). 
These are merely examples of a wide range of proposed 
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topic areas most of which have not been developed to 
any extent. 
2. Samuel Kellams, in 1973, advocated that Higher 
Education research centers provide a synthesizing 
function. That is what McConnell, Henderson, and 
Peterson have tried to do for postsecondary 
organization theory. Peterson noted that the 1974 
Volume II of Review of Research in Education (p. 6) 
began to set forth some concerns that the field needed 
more "theoretical models or concepts from related 
disciplines," more longitudinal studies, more 
replication studies, and finally, "since the most 
sophisticated theoretical formulations and 
sophisticated designs came from scholars with 
disciplinary backgrounds, a professional network for 
involving them was needed" (p. 6). For further 
insights and discussion concerning postsecondary 
organization theory, see Tierney (1988). 
3. Peterson noted that only occasionally have large 
studies been successfully undertaken by bringing 
together individuals from the various disciplines 
needed to do such a comprehensive piece of work. He 
cites the NECHEMS "research on effectiveness and 
decline and use of grounded theory in more focused 
studies such as Richardson, Fisk, and Okun's (1983) 
study of literacy" (p. 11). 
4. Within this large volume, Brubacher and Rudy also 
traced the early history of the development of Higher 
Education as an academic field of study. 
5. Hobbs and Francis were assistant professors of Higher 
Education at the State University of New York at 
Buffalo when they wrote this article in 1973 in the 
Journal of Higher Education. 
6. Brubacher and Rudy concluded that "In spite of the 
identify crisis through which Higher Education was 
going, no comprehensive and coherent philosophy of its 
role emerged. ... It was a disappointment to many 
that well after the second World War, the Carnegie 
Commission on Higher Education did not devote one 
volume of its multivolume report to this urgent task. . 
One volume did give extensive consideration to 
dozens of aims of higher education but the approach was 
encyclopedic rather than philosophical" (p. 306). 
Later Brubacher wrote On the Philosophy of Higher 
Education (1975), but failed to establish the 
philosophy of higher education as the basis of a field 
of study. 
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7. For example, Philip Altbach noted "The literature on 
higher education most notably lacks at this time 
recognized norms of scholarly methods and even lacks 
commonly agreed definitions needed to develop at least 
common paradigms and approaches in the sub-areas of the 
field" (Altbach, 1985, p. 42). 
8 • His concerns about Higher Education research were 
reflected by many of the authors in John Smart's Hiaher 
Education: Handbook of Theory and Research rvols. 1-6^. 
Despite the fact that Smart intended the Handbook as a 
means of forming Higher Education into an academic 
discipline, most of the Handbook's authors illuminated 
the impossibility of that task. In the Fall 1989 
"Review of Higher Education," George Keller and Kathryn 
Moore were asked to review the Handbook. Keller, while 
praising the overall quality of most of the articles, 
noted three shortcomings. First, most analyzed only 
research that was a decade old. Second, there was 
little mention of European scholarship (Marx, Weber, 
etc.) or of such American authors as David Riesman. 
Kathryn Moore concurred with the observation that 
Higher Education was not an academic discipline. She 
referred to the "unboundness of the field itself" (p. 
131) . 
9. Earlier references include: Bolman (1965), "How will 
you find a College President?"; Schultz (1968), "The 
Preparation of College and University Administrators"; 
Beck, Men Who Control Our Universities (1945); 
Kirkpatrick, Academic Organization and Control (1931); 
Upton Sinclair, The Goose Step (1923); and Cattell, 
University Control (1913). In addition, some 
recommended texts from the ASHE-ERIC curriculum study 
of 1986 included: Jedamus and Peterson, Improving 
Academic Management: A Handbook of Planning and 
Institutional Research (1980); Keller, Academic 
Strategy: The Management Revolution in American Higher 
Education (1983) ; and Saupe, The Functions of 
Institutional Research (1981). These texts reflect 
influences from the fields of planning and management. 
There is also now a New Directions in Institutional 
Research series on these topics. Some argue that such 
a subspecialty could be located in any number of places 
within the university - not necessarily in a Higher 
Education program within the School of Education. 
10. Part of the Jossey-Bass annotated bibliography series 
which includes other topics like teaching and learning, 
student services and institutional advancement. 
11. John Thelin wrote The Cultivation of Iw (1976) to link 
the history of Higher Education with American Studies. 
He made use of this inter-disciplinary approach in part 
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because "the history of higher education as a distinct 
topic has gradually yet persistently eroded” (Thelin, 
1986, p. 1). Thelin goes on to note that the history 
of higher education has "gone from [being the] essence 
of many doctoral programs to [being] peripheral" (p. 
2). See Diane Peters for a discussion of literature in 
Higher Education study (1983). Ainsworth (1973) 
compared certain themes in novels with their treatment 
in 10 Higher Education "classics" which included works 
by Sanford, Kerr, Jencks and Riesman, Brubacher and 
Rudy, Rudolph, Corson, Hofstadter and Smith, and 
Barzun. Chris Eisele (1984) wrote about the philosophy 
of Higher Education that if there is a "classic in a 
non-field" (p. 14), i:hen it was Robert Paul Wolff 
(1969). For Eisele, "the problem is, of course, if 
there is no field, there is no methodology" (p. 13), 
and that most Higher Education books written by 
philosophers "grew out of an especially stressful 
period in higher education during which certain 
fundamental assumptions have necessarily been re¬ 
examined" (p. 15) (i.e., the 1960s). 
12. According to Peterson and Mets (1987), "many higher 
education faculty migrated from other fields and 
brought their disciplinary perspectives with them. 
Burton Clark and J. Victor Baldridge from sociology, 
Kenneth Mortimer, Lyman Glenny, and Robert Berdahl from 
political science, Alexander Astin and T. R. McConnell 
from psychology, and Algo Henderson from business and 
law. . ." (p. 6). 
13. Peterson and Mets (1987) note that "other disciplinary 
and professional faculty remain in their own fields. . 
. . They include David Riesman and Harold Orlans from 
sociology, Aaron Wildavsky from public policy, David 
Breneman from economics, James March from sociology and 
political science, Frederick Balderston and David 
Whetton from business administration, and William 
Kaplin from law" (p. 7). I would also add: Henry 
David Aiken and Robert Paul Wolff from philosophy, but, 
of course, the list is endless. 
14. Howe (1976) notes that "research in education gets done 
no differently than research on any other broad topic - 
by using different ways of knowing to discover new 
knowledge. ... So when we talk about educational 
research, we are really talking about what specific 
disciplines . . . can discover about education" (p. 2). 
He goes on to cite a fear that "One of the potential 
hazards of becoming a Doctor of Education is that the 
processes by which such doctorates are created lend 
themselves to the dilution of the disciplines" (p. 4). 
Lawson (1982) insists that a "rigorous discipline base 
is needed" (pp. 1-3). Ruscio (1986) warns that 
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disciplines, themselves, need to be studied more 
closely: "we need to reconceptualize our model of 
disciplinary growth and specialization, adopting a more 
organic model that accounts for the intricate links 
among the many specializations" (p. 44). Also, see 
Hendley (1982) for arguments about including philosophy 
in educational theory. 
15. For example, Jessie Bernard, who wrote the sociological 
classic on women in academia in the 1960s, wrote a 
chapter for the volume on women's life cycles. So, 
too, Carol Gilligan wrote a chapter on moral 
development which brought together insights from such 
disparate thinkers as Arendt (i.e., Eichmann's 
"mindlessness" and its implications), Piaget and 
Kohlberg. As Gilligan noted: "The success of 
education . . . depends on its leading students to 
question that which formerly was taken for granted. It 
was the absence of such questioning in the testimony of 
Eichmann that had led Arendt to see, in his thoughtless 
obedience, the evil of our time and to wonder if the 
activity of thought might stand as an impediment to its 
recurrence" (p. 156). NOTE: College and Character, 
edited by Sanford and Axelrod (1979) had earlier 
attempted to update The American College and serves as 
a prelude to this larger compendium in 1981. 
16. The Assessment Movement began in the 1980s and is 
centered on quantitative and qualitative assessments of 
student achievement. Sanford was concerned that the 
benefits that students perceived that they had received 
(access to professional jobs, prestige, etc.) were 
different from the stated purposes of colleges: to 
awaken students' intellectual and social interests. 
NOTE: At the time Sanford edited The American College, 
he was professor of psychology and education at 
Stanford - previously, he had been a professor of 
psychology at Berkeley and had received his Ph.D. from 
Harvard. 
17. At the time that the volume was written, Chickering was 
distinguished Professor of Higher Education and 
Director of the Center for the Study of Higher 
Education at Memphis State University. 
18. Bloom (1987), Hirsch (1988), and Bennett (1984). 
19. His work is intended to put forth a detailed curricular 
agenda in answer to some of the concerns raised by 
Allan Bloom, in The Closing of the American Mind 
(1987) . Arguing that American higher education 
reflects the philosophical premises of this country's 
founding fathers and not the Greeks, he details how 
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philosophy has been taught and provides suggestions for 
how it should be taught. 
20. They did point out that those who want to strengthen 
the study of Higher Education, do so often out of 
passion and a deep desire to somehow affect the 
institution of higher education through their research 
efforts. In 1965, Dibden called for a "wider 
perspective" (p. 212) in the study of Higher Education. 
21. In the 1980s, Derek Bok wrote three widely read books 
on higher education. Also see "What's Wrong with our 
Universities?" by Bok in Harvard Magazine. May-June 
1990. Clark Kerr's The Uses of the University, with 
its detailed description of the "multiversity" and its 
functions, has been debated, quoted, vilified, praised, 
and continues to be referred to nearly 30 years later. 
22. Underlinings are mine. 
23. Trow and a few others refer to Higher Education 
Studies, whereas a large number of individuals 
affiliated with Higher Education programs, refer to 
Higher Education Administration. These two very 
different viewpoints will be reflected in much of the 
discussion that follows in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4 
LEGITIMACY AND IDENTITY: WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO 
INSTITUTIONALIZE THE STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION? 
(1970-1990) 
The greatest need for maturation is in our sense 
of the field’s main goals. Ph.D.'s are granted in 
higher education but the field has no distinguish¬ 
able "philosophy" of which one might achieve 
coherent mastery. (David W. Leslie and Joseph C. 
Beckham, Review of Higher Education. Winter 1986, 
no. 10, vol. 2.) 
Perhaps it is time to pause and reflect. (L. 
Jackson Newell and George D. Kuh, The Review of 
Higher Education. Fall 1989, no. 1., Vol. 13; in 
an article assessing status of the professoriate 
of Higher Education.) 
Introduction 
From 1970 to 1990, Higher Educators launched a number 
of initiatives focused on forming Higher Education into an 
academic field of study. They tried unsuccessfully to form 
Higher Education literature and research into a coherent 
whole on which to build an academic field. At the same 
time, they continued to focus on institutionalizing the 
study of Higher Education within university schools of 
education. Higher Educators viewed this as another way of 
moving Higher Education further toward becoming some type of 
academic field. In addition, they also began to form 
professional associations and journals to further support 
the institutionalization of Higher Education study. 
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This chapter is divided into two sections. The first 
examines a series of institutional and organizational 
developments initiated by Higher Educators interested in 
forming Higher Education into an academic field. The second 
section focuses on major developments in colleges and 
universities and looks at what role, if any. Higher 
Education played in those activities. 
Underlying the discussions that follow is the question: 
How successful were the Higher Educators in their attempts 
to legitimize Higher Education as an academic field through 
institutional, organizational, and political means and how 
successful were they in providing it with some type of 
identity? In short, were they able to obtain the 
recognition and respect for their work that they continually 
sought from the rest of academia? 
Higher Educators' Institutional. Organizational, and 
Political Approaches to Forming Higher Education into 
an Academic Field (1970 - 1990) 
By 1970, Higher Educators had been able to form between 
70 and 90 Higher Education programs within Schools of 
Education. These programs produced doctorates and, in some 
instances, masters degrees in Higher Education. Yet no 
consensus had been reached by the leading Higher Educators 
concerning the purposes of these programs or the type of 
field they were trying to create (Cooper, 1980). 
As an initial step in helping to clarify the mission of 
these programs as well as in institutionalizing Higher 
Education as a field of study. Higher Educators formed a 
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professional association. Its purpose was to provide Higher 
Education faculty and others interested in the study of 
Higher Education with a support network of colleagues. It 
was hoped that the Association would found a scholarly 
journal to serve as a focus for Higher Education research. 
It was also hoped that the Association would enable Higher 
Educators to come together to reach a consensus about the 
type of academic field they were trying to create. When the 
Association was formed in 1972 by a group of Higher 
Education professors, the professional association was known 
as the Association of Professors of Higher Education (APHE). 
For four years, they met in conjunction with the National 
Conference on Higher Education.^ Then, in 1976, APHE became 
a separate scholarly association known as the Association 
for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE). 
Forming a single scholarly association devoted to the 
study of Higher Education, however, soon became as difficult 
as building a coherent research base. Myriad and competing 
groups began to emerge. As ASHE membership grew, it 
increasingly represented college and university 
administrators as well as faculty. By the early 1980s, 
professors of Higher Education were in the minority. 
Furthermore, the American Educational Research Association 
(AERA) formed a new Division for the study of Higher 
Education in 1981. As the educationists' premiere research 
association, AERA's interest in Higher Education further 
extended the influence of educationists and Ed Schools in 
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the study of Higher Education. Higher Educators were often 
torn between membership in AERA or in ASHE. Jackson Newell 
and Don Morgan warned: 
With the overall membership of ASHE becoming more 
practice-oriented, while its professors became 
more interested in theory . . . the tension cannot 
be ignored. The emphasis given pure research in 
AERA represents a powerful attraction for 
professors who now find ASHE less concerned with 
these scholarly values. . . . Any way one looks at 
it, those who consider themselves professors of 
higher education are only a small minority within 
either association: they do not have an 
association of their own. For a professional 
group that has such diverse moorings within 
universities, we think this fact deserves 
attention. (1983, pp. 82-83) 
While unable to be the sole professional association 
for scholars interested in studying Higher Education, ASHE 
did form a refereed scholarly journal known as the Review of 
Higher Education. Since its inception, it has periodically 
devoted articles and entire issues to topics related to 
building Higher Education into an academic field. These 
topics have included surveys of the Higher Education 
professoriate, discussions of various aspects of Higher 
Education literature and research, and analyses of Higher 
Education program viability. A number of other journals 
have periodically addressed the same issues. 
In its first ten years, articles in the Review of 
Higher Education were quite successful in being able to 
describe concerns facing Higher Educators. They were less 
successful in actually positing solutions to the problems 
they raised. For instance. Jack Cooper, in a 1980 Review of 
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Higher Education article, quite succinctly outlined a number 
of difficulties facing the Higher Education professoriate. 
He argued that, since most Higher Education programs 
consisted of only a few faculty, these individuals were 
forced to be generalists. He noted that "such a wide scope 
of demand upon the professors did not augur well for any 
sort of cumulative expertise in a limited subfield of higher 
education” (p. 26). He also indicated that 
The lack of recognition of the professoriate of 
higher education outside ASHE mitigates against 
its academic status. . . . Those to whom the 
public turns for advice about higher education are 
typically persons in status positions in the 
practice of higher education - e.g., top status 
university presidents - rather than to persons 
engaged in the scholarly study of higher 
education. . . . The absence of an identifiable 
core of knowledge about which scholars can agree 
is basic to further study in the field. . . . 
Because there is not yet a discipline-based 
learned society in higher education, the 
professoriate lacks, therefore, such recognition 
as the acknowledged authority in the field. (p. 
27) 
He went on to point out that the Higher Education 
professoriate was fragmented: most professors of Higher 
Education were either administrators, faculty trained in 
fields other than Higher Education, or faculty teaching in 
other programs within Schools of Education. In short, he 
bemoaned the fact that, even within most Ed Schools, Higher 
Education programs had not attained departmental status and 
thus had "not been given [their] own turf" (p. 30). He 
painted a vivid picture of small, often struggling Higher 
Education programs, dependent on recognition from the rest 
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of academia - a recognition that, as of 1980, they had not 
received. His recommendations for gaining recognition 
centered on building a scholarly society, body of knowledge, 
and other components of a traditional academic field. He 
did not, however, provide a strong rationale for why such a 
field was needed. 
Thus, some Higher Educators had begun to be able to 
describe themselves and their status within the university, 
but had not been able to change that somewhat tenuous 
status. Up until 1980, they hadn't had much impetus to do 
so, because many had been preoccupied with the demands that 
came from managing rapidly expanding programs with limited 
resources. Furthermore, a number of these programs had 
maintained outreach efforts serving hundreds of community 
college and state college faculty and administrators seeking 
doctoral degrees, placing a further strain on program 
resources. During the 1970s, the American higher education 
system continued to expand, and so Higher Education programs 
continued to accommodate new faculty and administrators as 
students. 
Some Higher Educators, despite the many demands on 
their time, were able to think about the larger issues 
related to making Higher Education into an academic field of 
study. They were struggling to find a focus and purpose for 
such a field. They wrote a number of articles and a book 
providing ideas for re-shaping Higher Education programs 
(Ewing, 1963; Currie, 1968; Rogers, 1965; Armstrong, 1974; 
122 
and Basil, 1980)Often based on surveys of Higher 
Education program faculty, students, and graduates, these 
studies provided interesting insights into program quality, 
but rarely offered dramatic new visions for the study of 
Higher Education. Paul Dressel and Lewis B. Mayhew's book 
was the most discussed and the most comprehensive of all 
these studies of Higher Education programs. 
Not unlike Algo Henderson before them, Dressel and 
Mayhew conceived of Higher Education as an emerging 
professional field. They structured their proposals for re¬ 
shaping Higher Education programs accordingly.^ Dressel and 
Mayhew briefly reviewed some of the factors that led to the 
development of Higher Education programs and highlighted 
current program characteristics. They noted that Higher 
Education programs tended to be eclectic and flexible. 
These characteristics were sensed to be necessities, not 
flaws, given the many and competing purposes of the various 
Higher Education programs. Dressel and Mayhew noted further 
that 
all courses in higher education should emphasize 
higher education as a growing body of knowledge 
and help the student become sensitive to the major 
issues, points of view, and the studies supporting 
these views; and to encourage him to formulate his 
own views and defend them by reference to 
research, (p. 84)^ 
Yet Dressel and Mayhew did not describe or explain 
these "points of view and studies." As Higher Education had 
no coherent theory and research base, it was not surprising 
that they failed to identify one. They acknowledged that 
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some type of interdisciplinary core of knowledge should be 
developed, but wondered how possible that would be (p. 112). 
In the meantime, they continued to try to find ways to make 
Higher Education programs viable. 
Neither Dressel and Mayhew nor others seeking to re¬ 
model Higher Education programs first set forth a unique 
vision for Higher Education study. They discussed different 
ways of sequencing courses to study various topics, but 
never developed a central, informing focus for such study.® 
Fears did center around issues of quality and 
recognition. For instance, Dressel and Mayhew were fearful 
that 
programs which cater to part-time students [would] 
generally upgrade the credentialled level of the 
positions these students [occupied] but will never 
come to be regarded as the principle source either 
for high-level administrative leadership or for 
scholarship. (p. 119) 
In addition, they did "not anticipate that 
administrators for large universities are ever likely to be 
selected from [Higher Education doctorates] unless after 
prior successful administrative experience" (p. 161). A 
1985 study by Martha Shawver confirmed this assertion, 
noting that most of the college presidents Shawver 
interviewed were not impressed with their doctorates in 
Higher Education, but attributed their success in attaining 
the presidency to prior administrative experience.^ 
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Dressel and Mayhew were also concerned with the 
tendency of many Higher Education programs to take on more 
than they could do well: 
Without the current diversification and 
proliferation, which arises from a tendency to 
accommodate every demand lest some other 
university benefit from the refusal, [Higher 
Education programs'] mediocrity would be lessened. 
(p. 153) 
In response to these concerns, they recommended a 
number of alternative models for Higher Education programs. 
For instance, they noted that Ph.D. candidates in the 
academic disciplines could become affiliated with an inter¬ 
disciplinary Higher Education research center for the 
purposes of writing their dissertations (p. 128). They 
recommended limiting the number of Higher Education programs 
to three distinct types: 
1. Inter-disciplinary centers (5-10 faculty) outside 
Education Schools (to date, none that are degree¬ 
granting have evolved); 
2. smaller regional programs in Education Schools 
(typical of most programs, then and now); 
3. smaller, still less formal programs (some of these 
existed then, few remain now). 
Yet, in discussing how to develop programs in each of 
these areas, Dressel and Mayhew, like others who have 
addressed this topic, focused more on difficulties than 
solutions. For instance, they noted that administration is 
both a science and an art and it is hard to structure an 
academic program around the training of academic 
administrators. However, they supported continuing such 
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rigorous programs, with adequate faculty and with an agreed- 
upon core of courses. 
These recommendations, while partially addressing 
issues of quality and clarity, did not fundamentally 
question Higher Education program purpose and scope. Again 
and again, Dressel and Mayhew would point out a need, but 
then retreat from carrying its solution to a logical 
conclusion, particularly if that conclusion would question 
the ultimate viability of Higher Education programs and 
their location within the university organization. Other 
studies had similar findings and recommendations.® 
Consequently, most Higher Education program faculty were not 
fundamentally challenged by these study recommendations. 
However, as the eighties emerged. Higher Education 
program faculty began to be confronted with dwindling 
numbers of students, closure of satellite programs, and, in 
a number of instances, closure of entire programs.® Many 
became uneasy, concluding that changes needed to be made in 
Higher Education programs not only to better attain quality, 
but to ensure survival. 
As Dressel and Mayhew had noted, but hadn't attempted 
to prove or disprove, if Higher Education programs were 
professional programs, then they needed to show that they 
could "produce people who [could] do the tasks the field 
implies" (p. 98). In other words, "how different [were] 
higher education graduates .... from those who acquire 
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similar [administrative] positions through other means?" (p. 
98) . 
These issues of program legitimacy and identity were 
becoming central to the recognition and the very survival of 
many Higher Education programs within their respective 
universities. For example, at the College of William and 
Mary, the Higher Education program had sponsored a "Higher 
Education in Public Policy Conference" for eight years, but 
when the Government and Economics Department decided they 
were interested in sponsoring the conference, the College 
administration allowed them to do so.^° Political Science, 
as an established academic discipline with a recognized 
knowledge base, had greater "legitimacy" than did Higher 
Education. In short, while Higher Education programs had 
staked out Higher Education as their turf, the university 
community did not concede them the status of a traditional 
academic field. Higher Education remained a topic to be 
studied by all. Higher Educators hoped that if they could 
actually prove that they had formed a legitimate academic 
field of study, then recognition would follow. 
The decline in size and number of Higher Education 
programs, then, ultimately reflected a continuing inability 
to develop recognized program purposes and curricula. 
Higher Education programs had mirrored the individual 
interests of their chairpersons more than anything else. 
For instance, Lewis B. Mayhew cited Hal Cowley*s taxonomy at 
Stanford and Earl J. McGrath's focus on liberal and general 
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education at Columbia as very unique and different 
approaches. And, indeed, now that Cowley and McGrath are 
gone, neither approach is being used at their respective 
institutions. As Mayhew noted: "the program exists, it has 
students, its graduates get jobs; but one doesn't know what 
the program will look like after professor X dies" (1972, p. 
41). Others began to add the concern: would the program 
exist at all after professor X dies? 
Speaking about the decline in the number and size of 
Higher Education programs at the 1986 ASHE meeting. Jack 
Cooper once more emphasized first developing "a common 
knowledge base . . . within our program" (p. 7). 
Furthermore, he noted that 
probably the vast majority of these programs are 
simply striving for survival until such time as 
they can redefine their goals, clientele, and the 
nature of the staff that they wish to involve: at 
least until they can secure a more solid political 
base on campus. (p. 9) 
Thus, according to Cooper and a number of other Higher 
Educators, it was incumbent upon them to move politically to 
strengthen their position within academia. Part of such a 
move included developing programs with a clear curriculum 
and focus. Therefore, just as Higher Educators had 
concentrated on trying to find a core literature, they also 
began to focus on finding a core curriculum. While thought 
had been given to identifying a core curriculum even as 
early as the 1940s, consensus had not been reached 
concerning a common core of coursework. The new initiative 
was undertaken by ASHE in conjunction with the Higher 
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Education Clearinghouse (ERIC), and it was at once more 
massive and more comprehensive than any tried previously. 
Aware of past difficulties in forming a core 
curriculum, the ASHE-ERIC study was designed to at least 
develop coherent curricula around various topic areas in 
Higher Education. Pat Crosson and Glenn Nelson^^ had 
already set the stage for such an undertaking when they 
concluded that: 
Our review of descriptive statements and of core 
requirements and courses suggests the continuing 
absence of a clear consensus about the nature of 
the field and its major knowledge components. . . 
. there seems to be a growing consensus about the 
disciplines from which we draw our research 
methods and the complexities of applying them to 
the study of higher education. (1984, p. 33) 
It was hoped that the ASHE-ERIC study (1986),^^ by 
soliciting reviews of course syllabi in a number of 
different topic areas would be able to further clarify the 
situation and provide some coherence to Higher Education as 
a field of study. In short, building on such a foundation, 
unifying purposes and a vision might emerge for Higher 
Education as an academic field. As in the past. Higher 
Educators did not begin with the vision, but hoped to find 
one as they examined what they were doing. 
Each of the syllabi reviewers was charged with finding 
"patterns” which would emerge from his or her review. 
However, clear patterns did not emerge. Diversity and 
eclecticism abounded, but few commonalities were found among 
syllabi submitted for review - with the exception of topic 
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areas which were very narrow and had little written on them. 
Further, some reviewers even suggested that the courses in 
their topic areas might better be taught outside Higher 
Education programs.On the whole, though, the reviews of 
syllabi served to enable reviewers to point out good ideas 
for courses, some useful articles and books, and some 
relevant theories as well as new topic areas that had not 
previously been included in the syllabi. 
Ellen Chaffee's (1986) review of 26 syllabi related to 
"organization/administration" illuminated some of the 
difficulties confronting Higher Educators seeking common 
curricula. She noted that "professors who teach O&A have an 
almost boundless supply of potential topics to cover, almost 
always in one short quarter or semester, and there is no 
particular pattern in their choices" (pp. 2-3). In 
reviewing "Adult/Continuing Education" syllabi, Patricia 
Cross commented rather astutely that "whoever said that 
Adult Education lacked coherence as a field of study would 
find ample evidence for that assertion in the syllabi that 
were submitted to the ASHE Network for courses and syllabi" 
(p. 1). The organizers of the project appeared to concur, 
for soon the project was abandoned in favor of other 
activities designed to develop Higher Education into an 
academic field of study. 
At the same time that the ASHE-ERIC curriculum survey 
had been carried out. The Review of Higher Education devoted 
its Winter 1986 issue to the topic: "Research on Higher 
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Education: Dead End or New Directions?” The issue provided 
a broader look at Higher Education research and how it 
related to building Higher Education into an academic field 
of study. David Leslie and Joseph Beckham, editors of the 
special issue, moved away from traditional views of forming 
an academic field, posited earlier by Higher Educators, by 
arguing that Higher Education performed functions 
"characteristic of a discipline, profession, and an applied 
field" (P. 124). As such, it needed strong ties to those 
fields and practitioners whose ideas and theories were 
important for Higher Education research. Accordingly, they 
decried the relative isolation of most Higher Educators from 
the disciplines on the one hand and from practitioners on 
the other, and concluded that: 
In the final analysis, the only research community 
that is likely to shape the future of our colleges 
and universities will include administrators, 
faculty, and students who care enough to think 
deeply and anew about the values that brought us 
into higher education in the first place. No 
amount of blaming the existing, and quite fragile, 
research community will suffice. (p. 164) 
This issue of the Review of Higher Education, along 
with a number of other articles published at the same time, 
promoted a re-examination of the fundamental purposes 
underlying the attempts to form Higher Education into some 
type of academic field of study. Questions began to be 
asked about (1) how relevant Higher Education programs were 
to the professional training of their graduate students, and 
(2) how relevant Higher Educators' research was to the rest 
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of academia. Rather than trying to promote the semblance of 
an academic field by fostering professional societies, 
journals, handbooks on theory and research,and new core 
curricula, as has usually been done, questions of substance 
and relevance began to be posed. As a result, two very 
different approaches to Higher Education as an academic 
field emerged by 1990: the first centered on limiting 
Higher Education to the preparation of certain 
professionals; the second emphasized making the academic 
study of Higher Education of value to the rest of academia. 
Both approaches conceded that Higher Education is not 
and will not be an academic discipline. The first approach 
went on to ask: if Higher Education is a professional 
field, then who are the clients that Higher Education 
programs should be serving and how best can they be served? 
Judy Grace and Jonathan Fife (1986) argued that, in 
light of the dangers faced by many Higher Education programs 
which were being absorbed within other departments in 
schools of education, a marketing strategy should be 
developed to attract more able students to Higher Education 
Administration programs. As a first step, they surveyed a 
number of Higher Education graduate students and found that 
the students "hoped to develop or strengthen management or 
administrative skills through the program. The skills 
generally associated with the higher learning, such as 
reasoning, analytical thinking, and conceptualizing, were 
sought only by a small percent of students" (p. 14). As a 
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result, their program recommendations were not discipline- 
based, but focused on skills development for administrators, 
including having a separate track for community college 
faculty. 
Grace and Fife recommended developing an organized 
sequence of courses that would form a professional program 
that students could understand and that would be readily 
recognized in the larger academic world. In short, they 
wanted to professionalize existing programs. They have 
continued, through ASHE and AERA, to discuss their ideas for 
revitalizing Higher Education programs, but have not put 
forth a model professional curriculum. Such a detailed 
model curriculum was developed in 1985 by L. Haynes,but 
it has not been adopted, since Higher Educators have not 
reached a consensus about whether or not Higher Education 
programs are professional programs. In short. Higher 
Educators have remained undecided about the purpose and 
structure of their programs. 
The second approach to Higher Education study, does not 
address the dilemma of the unfocused Higher Education 
program curricula, but does recommend re-examining the ways 
in which Higher Educators conduct research and work with 
academia as a whole. As part of this approach. Higher 
Education would focus on studies of use to the current 
higher education community writ large. Clifton Conrad, in 
his 1988 keynote address to ASHE conferees, proposed just 
such an approach: 
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We should view higher education not as a narrow 
academic discipline but as a field of study in 
which the needs of our major stakeholders - 
scholarly peers, administrators and faculty, 
public policymakers, and the educated public - 
provide the touchstone for inquiry. (1989, pp. 
215-216) 
He recommended doing studies that would deal with 
"generalized knowledge," as well as specialized knowledge 
and would incorporate a wide range of research techniques 
and perspectives from various fields of study. 
Higher Educators affiliated with the small number of 
Higher Education research centers and with national college 
and university organizations have conducted studies of 
interest to others both inside and outside academia.A 
wide variety of theoretical frameworks from the social 
sciences and management science has been used, including the 
case study approach. Topics of study range from highly 
technical studies of academic fiscal planning and management 
to massive studies of teaching styles, to assessments of 
academic quality.^® The Higher Educators involved in these 
studies are more likely to become recognized by other 
academics. Their work is mirrored by some Higher Education 
program faculty who have chosen to conduct policy studies 
and other research projects for community colleges in their 
states or regions through smaller institutes and centers 
established for that purpose. 
Whereas a central vision and purpose for Higher 
Education programs has not yet emerged, the state and 
federal governments, certain private foundations, and most 
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colleges and universities have acknowledged the need to 
support studies that look at individual campuses and multi¬ 
campus systems to better understand how colleges and 
universities can shape their mission and curriculum. Some 
Higher Educators have begun to build a niche for themselves 
in this area. George Keller, who has been deeply critical 
of much Higher Education research, has worked with many 
colleges and universities to assist them in developing new 
administrative and management strategies to cope with the 
complex realities of higher education today, including state 
governing board mandates.^® 
Making use of critical theory and ethnographic methods, 
William Tierney, based at Penn State's Higher Education 
Research Center, has begun to look at academic cultures in 
new ways: 
Critical theory's overarching premise is that the 
organization's culture focuses the participants' 
understanding of their relationship to society 
through an organizational web of patterns and 
meanings. . . . Research focuses on the 
relationship of the organization's culture to the 
greater society, the determinacy of the contexts 
that surround and constitute the culture of the 
organization and the role of the individual in 
constructing meaning. ... As opposed to the 
cultural fundamentalist, the critical theorist 
does not believe that culture is something that a 
manager can turn on or off: all action exists 
within a cultural web. (Tierney, 1989, p. 27) 
Tierney has conducted in-depth interviews as part of 
several "cases." He coined such names as "Testimony State 
College" and "Cutting Edge College" for each institution. 
His case studies have illuminated new ways of looking at 
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mission, curriculum, and administration. Tierney is 
characteristic of a small group of Higher Educators who are 
trying to rethink how colleges and universities relate to 
public policy. 
The two new federally funded research centers at the 
University of Michigan and at the University of Maryland and 
associated universities, staffed primarily by Higher 
Educators, have begun to gain recognition among college and 
university administrators and some faculty in academia. 
These two centers are still too new to have had a 
significant impact on academia as a whole, but represent one 
way that Higher Educators could gain an identity and a 
certain legitimacy with respect to the rest of academia by 
conducting research and analyses of relevance to others. 
Such a public policy role has already shaped Higher 
Education study outside the United States. As Runs Premfors 
(1986) has noted, it is only within the United States that 
Higher Education programs in Schools of Education have 
evolved. In other countries. Higher Education is studied by 
faculty from a variety of fields. Faculty and others 
interested in research about Higher Education have conducted 
research on their own or in affiliation with government- 
supported research centers. Their primary focus has been on 
issues related to higher education and public policy. 
Sheila Slaughter and Edward Silva, aware of the various 
questions confronting Higher Educators in their attempts to 
build an academic field, compared the struggles of Higher 
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Educators with those of social scientists at the turn of the 
century. In both instances, each group was trying to 
define: "control over certification of practitioners, an 
agreed-upon body of knowledge, distinctive methodology, and 
definitive theory" (1983, p. 483). The social scientists, 
like the Higher Educators, had to combat "self-appointed 
experts" as they vied for recognition. Of course, the 
Higher Educators' task is still more complex, as any member 
of academia (faculty or administrator) considers that he or 
she can and should talk about and study Higher Education. 
Slaughter and Silva contended that the social scientists 
gained recognition in part because they did studies that 
were useful to the larger business and government 
communities of the time. In addition, they gained 
recognition by delimiting their subject matter - by not 
trying to be all things to all people. 
Aware of the public policy approach to the study of 
Higher Education, they warned Higher Educators not to follow 
the lead of some early social scientists who developed 
studies primarily geared to business and government 
interests.Slaughter and Silva were concerned that Higher 
Educators, in their sometimes desperate search to form an 
academic field, might become too client-pleasing and would 
lose any pretensions to intellectual rigor. Nevertheless, 
they acknowledged the promise of examining Higher Education 
in light of public policy implications. 
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with, this nsw emphasis on public policy research by 
some Higher Educators, just how successful have they been in 
playing a significant role in the major developments in 
academia in the past 20 years - particularly with respect to 
public policy issues? In short, has Higher Educators' 
influence increased in recent years or have they remained 
largely peripheral to the central concerns of colleges and 
universities? The section that follows will address these 
questions. 
Major Developments in Higher Education from 1970 - 1990 
Over the past 20 years, most colleges and universities 
were absorbed in re-thinking the undergraduate curriculum 
and in finding ways to accommodate a wider variety of 
students than ever before. In the case of curricular 
reform, the balance between electives and required courses 
once more shifted towards emphasis on a required core of 
courses, often known as the general education requirements. 
In addition, the curriculum was re-shaped to accommodate new 
fields like women's studies, black studies, and multi¬ 
cultural studies, which heralded a movement away from a 
western civilization framework to a variety of new ways of 
organizing cultural knowledge. The Harvard University 
curriculum revisions of the 1970s, overseen by Dean 
Rosovsky, addressed these issues and became one well-known 
model that colleges and universities across the country 
emulated. So, too, the major works about and discussions of 
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the changes to the curriculum (particularly about those 
changes which were perceived as diminishing the emphasis on 
the history and culture of western civilization) were 
written by a number of academics - none of them Higher 
Educators (Bloom, 1987; Bok, 1986; Cheney, 1988; Hirsch, 
1988; Rosovsky, 1990; and Smith, 1990). 
Only in recent years have Higher Educators played a 
role in the area of undergraduate curriculum revision and 
then only as a result of being asked to work on a number of 
large-scale quantitative research studies funded by a 
variety of national organizations including the American 
Association of Colleges (AAC) (Zemsky, 1989). This role is 
not widely known in academia, but has provided Higher 
Educators with some recognition at national conferences and 
similar regional and local forums. 
The other significant change in undergraduate education 
dealt with the inclusion of what came to be termed "non- 
traditional" students. These students included men and 
women over age 25, particularly women and minorities, and 
students who were termed "educationally disadvantaged” - 
that is, they had not received an adequate formal education 
prior to attending college. Colleges and universities 
established academic advising centers, skills development 
programs, and minority outreach programs in response to the 
needs of many of the new students and with the help of a 
range of federal and state funding programs. Alexander 
Astin, a Higher Educator, and others in the UCLA/ACE 
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Cooperative Institutional Research Program developed a huge 
student data base. They shared their analyses of this data 
base with interested college student services administrators 
(and some academic administrators). Their studies centered 
on such areas as student retention/attrition, community 
college transfer problems and equal access issues. While 
not widely known within academia, the work of these particu¬ 
lar Higher Educators was known by a number of program 
specialists and certain college and university admin¬ 
istrators. 
In addition to the developments at the undergraduate 
level, the federal government and a number of private 
foundations funded several large national level studies. Of 
these, certain of the National Institute of Education (NIE) 
studies and the Carnegie Commission and Council studies were 
widely known, though not so widely read, throughout 
academia. The Carnegie studies produced 175 volumes 
"covering the history, international perspectives, social 
justice, teaching and learning, governance, human resources, 
finances, and the purposes and performance of higher 
education" (Levine, 1990, p. 50). Yet, as Dressel and 
Mayhew noted, by the mid-1970s, "only four or five [studies] 
were prepared by [Higher Education] professors" (p. 30). 
So, too, most NIE studies relied on a wide range of faculty 
from the social sciences and education - only a few of whom 
were Higher Educators. Zelda Gamson, then of the University 
of Michigan, and Alexander Astin and Robert Pace of UCLA 
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were among the Higher Educators who were active in NIE 
studies. Other NIE faculty researchers included Martin 
Trow, a sociologist, then at the Center for Studies of 
Higher Education, University of California, Berkeley. By 
the mid-1980s, funding for these studies had ceased. 
As funding for the large-scale national studies has 
largely ended with the exception of the new research centers 
at Michigan and Maryland, there remain fewer and fewer 
avenues for Higher Educators to undertake public policy 
research in Higher Education. In addition, the major 
periodicals about higher education read most frequently by 
faculty and administrators are the Chronicle of Higher 
Education and, to a lesser degree. Change magazine 
(published by AAHE) and the AAUP Bulletin. Higher Educators 
are cited infrequently in these periodicals. Their work was 
highlighted briefly in the mid -1980s when George Keller 
criticized most Higher Educators' research as "profuse" and 
"picayune" (1985, p. 7), in his article in Change magazine, 
entitled "Trees Without Fruit." David Drew, in his 
response, "Seeing the Forest for the Trees," was unable to 
cite much in the way of Higher Educators' research 
accomplishments with the exception of the NIE and Higher 
Education research center studies cited earlier. Jackson 
Newell and George Kuh, who have been studying Higher 
Educators for the past 20 years, have aptly summed up the 
largely ignored role of Higher Educators as follows: 
It should not surprise us, perhaps, that most of 
the current books about higher education were 
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written by professors in other academic 
disciplines rather than by scholars whose business 
it is to know colleges and universities. If Allan 
Bloom and E. D. Hirsch have written flawed works, 
we should possess the breadth and vision to write 
better ones. As professors of higher education - 
few in number, divided in interest, and often 
housed with colleagues who have very different 
research interests - we appear mired in detail and 
inclined to speak primarily to one another. . . . 
Clearly, a fundamental reassessment of our 
individual and collective priorities is in order. 
Perhaps it is time to pause and reflect ... to 
take stock and begin the vital tasks of focusing 
our individual energies and clarifying our common 
mission. (1989, p. 88)^^ 
Thus, as of 1990, Higher Educators were still in search 
of a mission. A very few had found a small niche in the 
area of public policy research, but the others remained 
largely unrecognized by the rest of academia. 
In Summary 
Leading Higher Educators have noted that the Higher 
Education research community, largely comprised of faculty 
from Higher Education programs and centers, is fragmented 
and fragile and has had very little significant impact on 
the rest of academia. Nor have the graduate programs in 
which Higher Educators teach, gained much recognition 
either. One solution to this situation, represented by 
Grace and Fife, would focus on narrowing the mission of 
existing programs by making them purely professional. A 
broader approach, as outlined by Conrad and others, would 
enable Higher Education study to concentrate on large 
questions dealing with higher education, its policies, 
purposes, functions, and mission, from a perspective of 
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relevance to the rest of academia. As yet, neither approach 
has become the dominant, agreed upon vision for the academic 
study of Higher Education. Leading Higher Educators remain 
divided and undecided concerning the future of their 
programs and of Higher Education as an academic field. 
Burton Clark, a sociologist and past President of ASHE, has 
studied Higher Education for several decades, and has noted 
that 
we have never really needed to know everything 
about the functioning of higher education . . . 
the strategic decision is to be selective . . . 
distinguishing between the significant and the 
trivial. ... In pursuing the complex realities 
of higher education, there is considerable gain at 
the present time in turning to the most relevant 
disciplines and the perspectives that they 
cultivate. (Clark, 1984, p. 2) 
However, a consensus has never been formed among Higher 
Educators as to how to "be selective . . . distinguishing 
between the significant and the trivial.” The framework of 
an academic discipline or profession does not exist. Nor is 
there concurrence as to just what type of field Higher 
Education should be. So, Higher Education programs continue 
to be combined with other programs of study in Schools of 
Education. The programs' purposes and curricula continue to 
be diffuse, their clientele, in the broadest sense, hetero¬ 
geneous, and the literature and research diverse, fragmented 
and amorphous. Only rarely, as in the winter 1986 issue of 
the Review of Higher Education, have leading Higher 
Educators asked fundamental questions about what Higher 
Education study and research is all about. More often, they 
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have tried to form the semblance, but not the substance, of 
a field through searching for a core curriculum, trying to 
define core journals and journal articles (Silverman, 1987), 
building professional societies and establishing academic 
programs in schools of education without first asking "why 
and for what purpose?" 
Each time they confronted difficulties in these 
efforts, they have found ever more ingenious ways to 
politically and organizationally move towards 
institutionalizing Higher Education as an academic field of 
study. But, in the end, they have not provided Higher 
Education programs with a clear identity. Furthermore, a 
number of individuals, like William Tierney and George 
Keller, have done impressive and thought-provoking work, but 
the overall shape of Higher Education study remains largely 
undefined by those who would form it into an academic field. 
Having read what the leading Higher Educators had to 
say about the academic study of Higher Education, I wanted 
to find out what some other Higher Educators thought about 
it. So, I undertook a series of in-depth interviews with 
faculty in three Higher Education programs. I was most 
interested in seeing how what they had to say fit with what 
the leading Higher Educators were saying about Higher 
Education as an academic field. Were the program faculty 
interested in the public policy approach to Higher Education 
study or the professional approach or something else which 
had nothing at all to do with building Higher Education into 
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an academic field? Chapter 5 presents the interviews and 
what I learned from them. 
Endnotes 
1. The conference attracted faculty and administrators 
from all of academia and was associated with the 
American Association of Higher Education (AAHE), which 
had a broad membership base. It was the intention of 
the Higher Educators to break from this large group and 
form their own scholarly society. 
2. In the early 1970s, a number of journals published 
entire issues devoted to the subject of Higher 
Education as an emerging field. One excellent example 
is the Journal of Research and Development in 
Education; "Higher Education: An Emerging Discipline 
and the Need for Reform," Vol. 6, No. 2, Winter, 1973. 
Also, see: "Higher Education: A Developing Field of 
Study," published by the American College Testing 
Program, 1974. 
3. The earliest attempts to document Higher Education 
program growth are attributed to Dr. Eckert and her 
associates, who, in 1948-49, 1955, and, again in 1960- 
61, detailed information on Higher Education course 
offerings (Eckert & Duffey; Eckert & Erickson; Eckert & 
Smith). In many ways. Burns Byron Young (1952) first 
sketched out the institutional difficulties confronting 
the formation of a field of Higher Education: (1) 
distrust of educationists by faculty in other 
departments outside education; (2) difficulties in 
finding a legitimate subject area; (3) overlap with 
areas that administrators and other academic department 
faculty considered to be their prerogative. He 
recommended more joint ventures with other departments, 
and the development of some consensus about courses and 
subject areas. Neither recommendation has yet to be 
fully achieved. Ten years later, John Ewing (1963) 
concluded that "Higher Education had gained stature and 
was now taking its place alongside other recognized 
fields of education." For the Ed School community that 
might have been so. Ewing did not present evidence of 
larger support university-wide. In 1968, Andrew Currie 
defined Higher Education "as a field which prepares 
graduate students for careers in college or university 
administration and teaching" (p. 6). George Armstrong 
(1974) considered the possibility of linking business 
administration, educational administration, and public 
administration in some sort of interdisciplinary 
professional program or school. Barbara Smith (1975), 
after conducting a detailed content and citation 
analysis of a number of Higher Education articles. 
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found that fewer faculty from Higher Education programs 
cited each other than did faculty from a number of 
other fields. Susan Basil (1980) focused primarily on 
doctoral programs in Higher Education administration as 
they prepared administrators and, like Martha Shawver 
and Wilfred Waldron (1970), referred to those as 
programs in "Higher Education administration." As 
opposed to Dressel and Mayhew, William Vandement (1988) 
believed that, rather than have separate Higher 
Education programs, doctoral programs in the 
disciplines should include courses on "educational 
policy issues, the teaching-learning process, and the 
history of Higher Education, and Ph.D. candidates 
should be required to demonstrate competence in those 
areas" (p. A52). 
4. The full title of their book is: Higher Education as a 
Field of Study, the Emergence of a Profession. 
5. My underlining. 
6. Furthermore, when Dressel and Mayhew surveyed doctoral 
students in Higher Education, they found that the 
students were most interested in practical courses, 
greater program viability, and better research. 
Clarification of program goals and purposes ranked 
sixth and last. Neither most faculty, nor most 
students, appeared to be too concerned with the 
amorphous, unfocused nature of Higher Education 
programs. In part, this was due to the fact that 
leading Higher Educators had not provided them with a 
coherent vision of the "field." 
7. Martha Shawver (1985) interviewed college and 
university presidents, with degrees from those 
programs, to determine the extent the degree 
contributed to their becoming presidents. The 
presidents stressed the importance of courses outside 
Higher Education in such areas as management, 
organizational behavior, political science, and human 
behavior (pp. 105-106). They "praised programs where 
there was a focus on a broad liberal education" (p. 
106). Shawver found some interesting things - those 
presidents with Higher Education degrees tended to move 
through the system more quickly, often without serving 
as faculty and then attaining the presidency at a 
younger average age than others with different degrees. 
She concluded: "There seemed to be a general opinion 
. . . They perceived that an academic background in 
Education was a deterrent to achieving the presidency 
in many types of institutions. . . . They attributed 
their own achievement of the presidency as good fortune 
by being at the right place at the right time or as 
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having gotten their positions because of prior 
successful administrative performance” (Shawver, pp. 
143-144). 
8. Some other examples of studies that focused on the 
mission of Higher Education Administration were done 
by: (1) Anthony Chandler (1970), who cited the fairly 
extensive literature of the 1960s that focused on 
training college administrators; (2) Albert Lynd 
(1976); and (3) Judy Grace (1985), who attempted to 
place Higher Education along a professional continuum 
which included such fields as library science, business 
administration, and the like. Darrell Vandermeulen 
(1974) focused on a representative sample of graduates 
from a large number of programs. He confirmed that 
most students were attending programs because they were 
nearby - and they were content to do so. In 1983, 
Bruce Bizzoco compared the curriculum of the University 
of Alabama's Higher Education program with 15 other 
institutions that he surveyed and found "no specific 
consensus reached about core courses" (p. 66). The one 
subject that all appeared to share was educational 
research statistics. He concluded that the difficulty 
in reaching consensus on core courses "was due in part 
to the unique organizational status of each 
institution" (p. 97). He didn't speculate further. 
Brice (1974) focused primarily on graduates from the 
University of North Texas Higher Education program, 
Fendley (1977) on the department of Higher Education at 
Florida State University, Broertjes (1965) on Indiana 
University's program. 
9. Most examinations of Higher Education as a field of 
study assumed that it is an emerging field. It could, 
however, be submerging - at least in its present 
institutional form. Recent studies have shown that 
there are fewer Higher Education programs, with less 
autonomy, and a smaller number of faculty on average. 
Formerly highly praised programs at SUNY-Buffalo and 
Harvard University no longer exist. A recent study of 
the Higher Education professoriate came up with an 
amusing conclusion: "if the academic field of Higher 
Education does not atrophy during these years (an 
assumption we should not necessarily make), then there 
will be many positions for new scholars" (Newell & Kuh, 
1989, p. 87). Here Newell and Kuh, while approaching 
the possibility of the "field's" disintegration, 
ultimately remain unsure of what will happen. 
10. Related by John Thelin at the session entitled 
"Programs of Higher Education in the 1990s: A Prognosis 
on Organizational Health Factors," at the ASHE 1989 
Atlanta Conference. 
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11. In 1986, Crosson and Nelson also published the results 
of a large survey of Higher Education programs with 
responses from 72 programs, including 65 program 
descriptions, which indicated that Higher Education 
programs have remained within schools of education; 
only a few could be considered national in scope; and 
most are local, practitioner—oriented programs. 
Nelson's later work showed fewer programs, with most 
being locally oriented (1989). "It is clear that there 
is still minimum consensus among Higher Education 
programs about what constitutes the subject matter of 
the field" (Crosson & Nelson, 1986, p. 12). They noted 
(p. 20) that only 17 programs were "free-standing 
unit(s) . . . called a department, a program, a center, 
an institute, or a concentration" and "most programs 
have a fairly small number of full-time students and a 
larger number of part-time students, although there was 
a wider distribution of programs across the ranges of 
part-time student size" (p. 29). 
12. ASHE-ERIC curricular topics included: vocational/ 
technical, research evaluation, public policy, 
organization/administration, management information 
systems, legal issues, institutional research and 
planning, governance, foundations/history/philosophy, 
finance, faculty issues, educational policy, 
curriculum/instruction, community college, college 
students, adult/continuing education. 
13. Viehland noted that someone wishing to be an 
institutional researcher and planner should take 
courses in advanced statistics, systems analysis, 
information systems, and organization theory, as well 
as courses in departments of psychology, sociology, 
political science or economics, and schools of business 
and public administration. One of the sample syllabi 
selected by Chaffee observed that "the sociologists of 
organizations have been the prominent theorists and 
model builders in the field" (p. 32). The syllabus 
went on to recommend writings in the areas of 
sociology, political science, and business 
administration. A number of other sample syllabi were 
equally multi-disciplinary in scope. 
14. Commencing in 1985, AERA has annually published a 
volume of Higher Education; Handbook of Theory and 
Research, edited by John Smart. A collection of 
articles on various topics, the Handbook has provided 
some illuminating insights into new research and 
theories, but has not established Higher Education as 
an academic discipline - the goal of its editor. 
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15. Hayne's program was designed to enable graduate 
students to obtain a doctorate in Higher Education 
Administration. His sequence of courses centered on 
organizational and administrative knowledge and skills. 
He noted that most chairs, vice presidents, and 
presidents would still come from the academic 
disciplines and professions and not from Higher 
Education programs. Thus, by implication, many who 
would seek a doctorate in Haynes' program would be 
current college and university administrators who do 
not have a doctoral degree. 
16. Interestingly, the Summer 1989 volume of The Review of 
Higher Education contained a number of articles on the 
topic of policy studies in higher education. Rather 
than generalized knowledge, however, these articles 
tended to focus on a number of practical areas (i.e., 
student aid, a cost effective university research 
system, and a longitudinal transcript study). Thus, 
the policy studies response to the question offers both 
a generalized and a practical approach to research. 
17. American Council on Education, the National Center for 
Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning 
(NCRIPTAL), the National Center for Postsecondary 
Governance and Finance. 
18. See Howard Bowen's The Costs of Higher Education 
(1980), Caruthers and Orwig's Budgeting in Higher 
Education (1979), and Wildawsky's The Politics of the 
Budgetary Process (1984), Jedamus and Peterson's 
Improving Academic Management; A Handbook of Planning 
and Institutional Research (1980); Keller's Academic 
Strategy; The Management Revolution in American Higher 
Education (1983); and Saupe's The Functions of 
Institutional Research (1981). These texts reflect 
influences from the fields of planning and management. 
The most widely read - Keller's - contains a number of 
informative and readable case studies which are clearly 
oriented towards helping the administrator better cope 
with new and innovative situations. There is also now 
a New Directions in Institutional Research series. 
19. George Keller, who wrote Academic Strategy, which has 
influenced many college and university administrators, 
is highly critical of much Higher Education research 
and initiated the "forest for the trees" debate. Begun 
by George Keller in 1985 and continued by David Drew 
(1986) and others, the debate centers around whether or 
not to focus on improving the fruits from individual 
trees or whether it is possible in viewing the trees as 
a whole to see a forest. Keller would argue that it is 
best to work to improve Higher Education research (the 
fruits), while Drew would agree, but go further in 
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indicating that the research can be viewed as a whole - 
or as an emerging field (forest). Most, but not all, 
writers range on a continuum which extends between the 
two foci. Keller warned that the best scholars rarely 
were led to do Higher Education research, with the 
exception of certain outstanding centers like those at 
Michigan and UCLA. In a subsequent article (1986), he 
admonished those studying higher education to follow de 
Tocqueville and develop an inter-disciplinary and 
philosophical approach to its study. 
20. See books by Chaffee, Gumport, Schuman (referenced in 
the Bibliography). 
21. Runs Premfors (1986), a Swede interested in studying 
Higher Education, noted that "only in the United States 
does there seem to be sufficient 'social demand' and 
resources for a significant number of specialized 
educational and research units in the field of Higher 
Education" (p. 4). He went on to note that "the best 
research in the field of Higher Education ... in the 
United States is not performed within such permanent of 
semi-permanent settings" (p. 5). He concluded that the 
field "will not realistically develop into a full- 
fledged discipline. With sufficient resources poured 
into the field, it may take on a number of superficial 
features of one - such as in the U.S. where a large 
number of departments of Higher Education exist - but 
this would not imply the creation of a vivid field of 
research full of exceptional talent" (p. 6). 
22. In addition, they cite a number of sources including 
Darkness (1975) who noted that aspects of the various 
Carnegie Policy studies served the interests of 
government and business as well as higher education 
institutions at the top of the pecking order. 
23. My underlining. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SEVEN HIGHER EDUCATORS SPEAK 
Believing, with Max Weber, that man is an animal 
suspended in webs of significance he himself has 
spun, I take culture to be those webs. (Clifford 
Geertz, 1973, p. 5) 
. . . without living men there is no history (Jean 
Paul Sartre, Search for a Method, p. 133) 
Introduction 
The preceding chapters have been based on a critical 
analysis of the study of Higher Education which examined its 
evolution, compared it to various fields of study, discussed 
some major thinkers associated with it and, in short, 
attempted to determine what the academic study of Higher 
Education is all about. From that analysis. Higher 
Education appears to be a fragmented area of study, whose 
leaders can not agree on the type of field they are trying 
to form. Too often, the asking of thoughtful questions 
about higher education has been obscured by the politics of 
forming a field of study. 
Having done the historical research, including reading 
what various leading Higher Educators had to say about 
Higher Education as an academic field, I increasingly wanted 
to visit several Higher Education programs to see what 
Higher Education faculty had to say. What absorbed them? 
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How did they make sense of Higher Education study? What 
kinds of thoughtful questions were they asking? 
I interviewed seven faculty. The interviews ranged in 
length from two to three hours. The faculty were asked to 
go back to their undergraduate days and tell their stories 
of how they got from there to teaching about higher 
education. They were then asked to talk about their 
teaching experiences, what the students were like, what 
their vision of higher education was and so forth. All were 
told that their identity and that of their institutions 
would be anonymous. So their names have been changed and 
certain place names have been camouflaged. But nothing 
central to their stories has been altered. 
By choosing unstructured, in-depth interviews as a 
research method, I hoped to gain a deeper look at what a 
number of Higher Education faculty had to say about what 
they were doing. As Shawver (1984) pointed out vis-a-vis 
her interviews with college presidents, interviews provide 
an opportunity to uncover new ideas that surveys and other 
forms of quantitative research may not reveal. At the end 
of the summary of their Higher Education program survey, 
Crosson and Nelson note that "it is important for further 
research to ask qualitative questions about these programs" 
(1984, p. 31). That is what I chose to do through the seven 
interviews. 
The interviews were loosely structured around a few 
major topics of discussion so that each interviewee could 
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proceed as he or she wished. I did not ask pointed or 
leading questions, because I did not want to limit the kinds 
of responses I got. I wanted each interviewee to provide 
the shape and focus for the interview. In short, I did not 
want them to react to my ideas, but rather I wanted to hear 
what their ideas were. 
This interviewing technique has been used in social 
science and education research since the late 1960s. David 
Schuman made use of an elaborate series of interviews to 
better understand what going to college meant for a number 
of individuals - some who had attended college and some who 
hadn't (Schuman, 1982). Egon Cuba and Yvonne Lincoln note 
that an interview "may be so loose and unstructured that the 
interviewer himself does not know what will emerge; his role 
becomes that of a prompter at an unfolding drama" (Cuba & 
Lincoln, 1982, p. 154). Often that is exactly how I felt as 
the interviews proceeded. It is an exciting and exacting 
method of research. Cuba and Lincoln also note that 
"interviewing - whatever form it might take, but 
particularly the unstructured interview - is the backbone of 
field and naturalistic research and evaluation" (Cuba & 
Lincoln, 1982, p. 154). It provides a richness of detail 
that is hard to obtain in any other way. It also provides 
the possibility for understanding connections between an 
individual's experience and his or her work (Schultz, 1967). 
This type of qualitative analysis follows very 
different rules from quantitative research. With 
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qualitative research, the focus is on the individual - the 
singular person or case. With quantitative research, the 
focus is on the many. Therefore, in the case of 
quantitative research, issues to do with sample size, 
statistical significance and the like are central to the 
validity of the research. In this instance, those rules do 
not apply. I am not going to try and interview a 
statistically significant number of individuals in order to 
derive generalizable data. Instead, I am interested in the 
uniqueness of each individual story and what it may reveal 
about some ways in which Higher Education is studied and 
taught. Interviews with another seven individuals could 
well have provided a series of very different, but equally 
illuminating insights concerning the role of faculty in 
Higher Education programs and the nature of such programs. 
The interviews were good experiences. We often laughed 
together about things that had happened to the interviewees 
or amusing thoughts that they had had about their 
experiences. The stories will, I hope, reflect the respect 
that I had for each individual interviewed as well as the 
candor and wisdom so many of them often showed. 
Carl and George are faculty in an evolving Higher 
Education program at Big State University in the North. 
Susan is a member of an Education School at a private 
northern university without a formal Higher Education 
program or department. Susan directs a number of summer 
programs dealing with higher education administration and 
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teaches in isolated courses and seminars held elsewhere. 
Morton, Dan, Frank, and Walter are all faculty in a stable, 
well-established Higher Education program in a Big State 
university in the South. 
I never directly asked any of those interviewed whether 
or not they thought Higher Education was a field of study 
and, if yes, then what type. I didn't ask that question 
because I wanted to see if it was on their minds without my 
having to ask. Once the interviews were over and I began to 
listen carefully to them again and read the transcribed 
versions, I noticed that some of the interviewees ignored 
the tenuous state of Higher Education as a field of study 
(or perhaps they didn't see it as an issue), some addressed 
its difficulties at least in part, and one said that he 
didn't care if it wasn't an academic discipline, because he 
didn't think much of the academic disciplines either. No 
one claimed that it was a coherent, full-fledged field of 
study. 
What follows, then, are seven individual stories* that 
will add to an understanding of Higher Education as an area 
of study. 
********** 
Carl (at big state university in the North) 
where I am today is a product of - as I suspect 
with most of us - a lot of accidents and decisions 
that were made in contexts that no longer apply. 
*NOTE: the interviews that follow were all audiotaped 
and then transcribed in toto. 
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Carl, like all the others interviewed, found his way to 
teaching in a Higher Education program through a most in¬ 
volved and often circuitous route. He went to a prestigious 
private institution as an undergraduate and, as he put it: 
I can*t really say in hindsight that I had a very 
clear idea of what I wanted to do with my life, 
but I understood that going to college would be 
helpful in reaching whatever that goal was to be. 
He majored in government by default, but found that it 
was the literature courses that he took that really 
interested him. Following graduation, he spent a year and a 
half as a reporter for a local tabloid. Always intro¬ 
spective, Carl notes: 
but I also recognized that being a reporter was 
not a career choice for me and . . . really 
deferred that decision - in fact . . . for that 
period of time ... I was delaying making a 
career decision. 
He further delayed a career choice by joining the 
Marines and becoming an officer, and eventually flying in 
Vietnam with his squadron. Once back in the states, at an 
air naval officers* flight school, he 
began to have some dreams if you will - fantasies 
about becoming an academic. 
In the mid 1960s, he enrolled at Big State University 
in the north in an English Literature program and began the 
slow progress toward a Ph.D. in English Literature. But 
several things got in the way. For instance, just when he 
had completed his comps, his wife got sick and could no 
longer help him. He also had children by then. He got a 
job as an administrator at the University and continued to 
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try and finish the doctorate. Eventually, in the itiid-1970s, 
he switched to a doctoral program in Higher Education, 
thinking that at least he could relate some of what he was 
doing on the job to what he was studying as a doctoral 
candidate. In the early 1980s, he finished the dissertation 
and 
I came in [to the Ed School] as an administrator 
and as a staff associate with an adjunct lecturer 
title which allowed me to teach courses in the 
program. 
Although carrying many administrative responsibilities 
for a whole series of Ed School programs, Carl loves to 
teach - a love that had begun while he taught freshman 
English. Carl spends a lot of time talking about what he 
wants to teach his students and how he wants to teach them. 
As the Director of an off-campus satellite Higher Education 
program, he became immersed in the development of the 
curriculum for that program: 
it was one of the pleasures that we had - 
inventing an appropriate curriculum for the 
students in [off-campus site] .... I developed 
or modified . . . existing courses to . . . best 
serve students who were going to be full-time 
employees and only part-time students and really 
denied access to - because of their location - the 
faculty resources and other kinds of resources of 
the campus. . . . The proseminar . . . was really 
a response to that. ... A lot of what I tried to 
put into that first year was based on my 
experiences teaching older students. . . . 
building a common understanding - in this case of 
what higher education was all about - making sure 
that people had a mutual language and background 
in higher education .... secondly, work on 
their articulation skills. . . . People who were 
professionals in higher education, now pursuing a 
doctorate . . . had no clear common understanding 
of the missions and goals of higher education - 
many times had never even asked themselves that 
question and I thought it important that we begin 
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that first semester by asking ourselves that 
question and recognize that everybody could 
probably spend the rest of their careers in higher 
education continuing to try to answer that 
question ... and ... in terms of writing 
academic papers, I thought they were uniformly 
weak and that they needed practice doing that. 
"Inventing a Curriculum” 
It is interesting to note that Carl speaks of 
"inventing a curriculum." That thought expresses some of 
what is best and worst about Higher Education study: at its 
best, it allows faculty to draw on any number of academic 
fields of study and ways of looking at the world to develop 
a whole range of courses. At its worst, the courses 
developed may be grounded in little or no substance, with 
few, if any, texts. 
So Carl worked on both the skills level and the ideas 
level with his new students. He also tried to "build a 
sense of academic community" with the students. Another 
course he taught started with the ancient Greeks and 
proceeded to the present: 
to get a sense of the sweep of higher education 
from admittedly a very Euro-centric perspective 
and also admittedly in an attempt to get students 
to read or re-read things that they wouldn*t or 
haven't read. . . . For example, Plato's Republic, 
where he talks about a system of education and, by 
going back before the middle ages, we can put that 
in a particular context and discuss that 
particular program. . . . When we are reading 
about the medieval institution, they read 
histories about that. But there are also a number 
of other texts that they can read to get beyond 
the Haskins and the Rashdall to really get a sense 
of . . . what student life was like and what the 
curriculum was in particular institutions. . . . 
Clearly, one of the things that I'm trying to do 
in that course, however, which is very like one of 
the things that I try to do in the introseminar, 
is to get us all to look at what we think our 
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prGSGnt institution is today • • . , i guGss itiy 
bias is that by roally undsrstanding all that 
[history] as a univGrsity administrator - onG 
will. . . . bG a morG thoughtful [administrator] 
and havG a groator apprGciation for thG GntorprisG 
in which wg arG all GngagGd. 
ThG third coursG that Carl is involvGd in is a Rsadinas 
in HighGr Education course. As with the first two courses, 
he brings his humanities background combined with his 
knowledge of and interest in administration to the way he 
plans and teaches the course. He selects major works by key 
thinkers, from Whitehead to Newman, and discusses them in 
seminar style with his students. Despite the unique 
contribution that he makes to the course, he considers that 
The course as it's currently constituted could be 
and should be taught by any member of the adult 
and higher education faculty whether they are 
full-time or adjunct. [This type of approach will 
be seen in Walter's interview, but with a slightly 
different twist.] 
The Ed School Context 
This year, Carl has added a new book, American Graduate 
Schools of Education, by Harry Judge; 
the other two faculty who I taught that course 
with agreed that we would go from Newman, who has 
just a marvelous amount of things to say about an 
ideal university. ... To Whitehead who has some 
specific things to say about education that are 
memorable and may even be important. . . . Then 
looking at Harry Judge who talks about a very 
specific and important piece of the university in 
which all this is taking place and that is the 
school of education - and makes some judgments as 
to why schools of education are regarded as such 
sorry citizens in the university's republic. . . . 
In all three cases, you are reading good writing. 
And I think that's important. You are reading 
complete works. . . . You read virtually all of 
Newman's ideas so you get a chance to see how he 
develops and sustains his argument ... my bias 
is that that's an important model for graduate 
students to see. 
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Although mcmy of the interviewees refer obliquely to 
the Ed School and to problems of re-structuring it, Carl 
alone puts the study of it into one of his courses. This 
further reflects his interest in carefully considering where 
he and the students are and where higher education is 
proceeding. 
His Thoughts on His Students 
Finally, Carl has some definite thoughts aJDout what he 
wants to accomplish with his students no matter what the 
course: 
Every time I begin the semester, it's very scary. 
. . . I find teaching in the Higher Ed program - 
teaching these particular kinds of adults is 
therefore very, very challenging - very daunting 
and very exhilarating - when things go well they 
just go very, very well. I strongly believe that 
the people in this program have a lot to share 
with their fellow students and that it is 
inappropriate to lecture at a group for long 
periods of time. ... I also think that there is 
a lot of foundation building that they need. . . . 
I think it's truly appropriate that the courses be 
conducted as seminars with the students providing 
that contribution which I feel is so important. 
For Carl, the good student who will see the program 
through, is also the student who is comfortable with 
developing an area of expertise. Like most of the faculty 
interviewed, Carl has definite ideas about bad students as 
well: 
the students who are less enjoycdDle . . . really 
do want to be treated as little pitchers and just 
have people pour information. And then there are 
those who, it strikes me, are really there to get 
a credential and are not there to really develop 
their own sense of what higher education is all 
about. I think that last group is thankfully 
very, very small. 
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Recruitment and Credentialing in Higher Education Programs 
Carl notes that some of his colleagues have 
deliberately recruited such credential-oriented students, 
with sad results both for the program and for the students. 
This theme appears in many of the other interviews that 
follow. 
Of the good students, Carl states that "the most 
enjoyable people" do become expert in some area and work to 
achieve quality. He supports the good students by 
modeling the first push of the course and 
throughout the course how those discussions should 
go and the reports on the topics should be given 
in the class or written feedback on the papers 
that all of these combine . . . you know the first 
time someone reads a' paper if the faculty member 
comes right back at them with some questions that 
really, really force the student now to dig deeper 
into that particular topic, they understand that 
we're all serious about this - it's not just an 
exercise - and they get sharper and they start . . 
. thinking more thoughtfully about their topic. 
"It's Not Just an Exercise" 
When Carl was a Higher Education student, he had little 
interest in taking courses which were nothing but 
"exercises" with little or no substance, and so, as a 
teacher, Carl wants to give more to his students. As a 
former Higher Education student, he sees the pros and cons 
of the Higher Ed degree. On the plus side, he sees it as 
providing someone with an insight into the subject and how 
to teach it. As for faculty teaching in Higher Education 
programs with degrees in various disciplines and other 
fields of study, he feels that it is desirable to have such 
faculty in the Higher Education program, but that they need 
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to use Higher Education examples in their teaching. As a 
Higher Education student, he 
responded more to individual faculty members. . . 
. it isn't as if there was a nicely laid out 
curriculum. ... I wish that there had been more 
faculty members who . . . clearly saw themselves 
as dealing with higher education who would teach 
demanding, solid courses in higher education. 
One course he took was 
very, very demanding, very rigorous and a 
wonderful course for me ... . But it was the 
dynamic of the class as much as anything - I 
really felt I invested a lot in it and I got a lot 
out of it and that's important. 
Carl's Thoughts on Higher Education Programs 
When he has said there was no "nicely laid out 
curriculum" when he was a student and when he wished for 
more rigorous courses, Carl reveals some of his concerns 
about Higher Education study. After all, he was familiar 
with a rigorous Ph.D. program, having previously completed 
all but the dissertation in English Literature. With his 
emphasis on rigor and helping students to become more 
thoughtful individuals, Carl sees the future of Higher 
Education programs intertwined with the future of higher 
education as follows: 
thinking philosophically that there is a real need 
to improve our understanding of the history, the 
origins, the philosophies, and the practices of 
one of the biggest businesses. ... I am using 
business in a very broad sense. ... We don't 
understand many times what we are doing. ... On 
a pragmatic level [with] more people working in 
[higher education] . . . and in a society that is 
enamored of credentials and in a subculture that 
requires those credentials - more and more people 
will be looking for courses and degree programs to 
enhance their understanding, their practice, and 
their mobility. ... I think that this program 
and all Higher Ed programs have to be very, very 
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careful how they go about responding to that. 
That we should not sell our soul by - the way 
schools of education, I think, sold their souls in 
the boom years of the sixties and seventies and 
just churned out teachers. I think that we should 
continue to work on developing more rigor and 
developing better students. 
"We Should Not Sell Our Soul” 
Carl goes on to state that first-rate programs for 
those employed in higher education could and should be 
developed at the central campus only. He also notes that as 
the Ed School retrenches and reduces program size, this 
should help the Higher Education program become a smaller, 
higher quality program. For: 
size is not the sole criterion. ... We are going 
to be more concerned with quality. 
They have already begun to take steps toward creating a 
"quality program" by reducing the numbers of students and 
cutting back on the adult ed component, so that it is only a 
masters program, for, as Carl notes: 
we want to be very up front with our students 
about what we can or cannot do or just drop it 
completely. 
In sum. Carl is introspective, continually qualifies 
his statements and thinks a lot about what he is doing and 
why he is doing it. For, as he says: 
I enjoy my colleagues and I enjoy the setting and 
I thoroughly enjoy higher education as a place in 
which to work. I think I am very lucky to be 
working with graduate students both as an adjunct 
lecturer and as an administrator. 
Aware of some of the pitfalls facing the study of 
Higher Education, he still continues to work for greater 
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rigor and more quality within his school's Higher Education 
program. 
********** 
Susan fat private northern university^ 
If you think of a well-organized Christmas tree, 
I'm the bulb that doesn't quite fit anywhere . . . 
kind of floating off in Never-Never Land. 
Susan's experience is very different from Carl's. From 
the interviewer's point of view, she is the funny Christmas 
bulb because she focuses on Higher Education, when most 
others in her Ed School do not, and, in part, she is the odd 
ornament because she is more administrator than faculty 
member. But, from Susan's point of view, she's the unusual 
ornament because what she does is nationally recognized, yet 
within the Ed School bureaucracy, her status is low and that 
low status is compounded by the fact that, as a former grad 
student, many see her perpetually in that role. 
Like Carl, Susan enjoyed her undergraduate years. 
While attending a Midwestern university, she studied to 
become a high school teacher. Although she was an Education 
major, she accrued many credits in theatre (costuming, stage 
production, and the like). When she finally practice 
taught, she knew that high school teaching wasn't for her 
and so wound up in theatre. She then did graduate work at a 
big state university in the Midwest, getting her M.F.A. 
Upon graduation, she took a faculty job in an excellent 
theatre department in a small regional university in the 
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Midwest. There, she first encountered committee work and 
loved it, finding a new outlet for her creativity. 
I enjoyed interacting with other people and I 
enjoyed learning about the university. ... I 
found working on the committees to be as creative, 
but in a different way from the design work I was 
doing. 
So, when her President brought her information about 
Higher Education programs (she had never heard of them 
before), she jumped at the chance to apply, since her 
interests lay more with administration than with continuing 
in theatre. Accepted at Private Northern University, she 
went. Being poor, she worked in a number of university- 
based jobs which had 
more reaching implications and stretching 
experiences for me than many of the classes that I 
took that year. 
Both Carl and Susan were influenced by key people as 
they proceeded through their doctorates in Higher Education, 
but, in Carl's case, it was one or two faculty members and, 
in Susan's, it was the individuals for whom she did Higher 
Education research on the job. 
Her dissertation also proved fruitful. She 
deliberately researched something she wanted to continue to 
do after graduation, but which was of use to her school, so 
that she would be paid to do it. While she was doing her 
research about the summer programs she now runs, the 
Director's slot opened up and she was able to fill it. 
Her approach to teaching is quite different from 
Carl's. She always employs the case study method, sometimes 
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teaching others how to use it and sometimes making use of it 
to look at leadership strategies and other specific 
administrative concerns within higher education. Like Carl, 
she developed a new Higher Education program, but, in her 
case, she made use of her theatre experience in structuring 
and designing the program. 
What interests her about her students is diversity - 
she enjoys teaching a diverse group comprised of men, women, 
and all sorts of minorities and she works hard to be able to 
reach minorities. She also likes the fact that her students 
are adults and seasoned practitioners. Susan continues to 
be interested in research: 
I am . . . trying to work out the details of a 
book ... on leadership issues for higher 
education for the nineties - and to work that in, 
I have been polling [individuals] on what do they 
think are leadership issues for the nineties - by 
far the topic most often mentioned is the 
challenges and problems of ethnic and cultural 
diversity. 
So her research interests, many of her teaching 
concerns, and her vision of higher education in the near 
future all center on an over-riding interest in diversity in 
higher education. In the future, she sees herself as a 
higher education administrator: 
I am very much interested in the administration 
end, although I love the teaching and would like 
to be able to combine both. ... I would like to 
find a position as Academic Vice President of a 
small school or assistant or associate Academic 
Vice President. . . . at a medium to large school 
She is happy with her Ed.D. degree (Higher Ed was a 
concentration only) and notes that 
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among people I work with outside of [private 
northern university], I would say that most people 
assume that the doctorate . . . is a Ph.D. and it 
doesn't go much beyond that. 
The Ed School Surroundings 
However, she notes that Higher Education has slipped in 
importance within her Ed School: 
primary and secondary schooling is definitely the 
interest of [the President] and definitely the 
interest of [the Dean].... Higher Education, 
which was a major focus eight years ago, has 
declined to not a very much focus at the moment. . 
. . now that [well-known professor] has left, 
there is no full-time faculty member whose focus 
at the moment is [Higher Education].... There 
are a number [of faculty] who have that as kind of 
a secondary focus coincidental to other pursuits. 
The informal program has temporarily ended, because the 
key faculty member, around whom it was built, left. [In the 
final interview at big state university in the south, Walter 
remarks on this phenomenon at great length.] 
As a former student of Higher Education as well as 
someone now teaching in that topic area, Susan has some 
concerns about the challenges facing Higher Education study: 
there are lots of issues and problems that higher 
education administrators are going to have to face 
in the next ten years. . . . but there are many 
ways to try and gear people up for this thing. 
And a lot of good programs . . . and good things 
exist. The bigger question is the interest of 
administrators to pay attention to those things 
and an even bigger one is the time and energy for 
them to do that. . . . The day-to-day life of a 
senior-level higher education administrator is 
just so busy - so packed that there's no time to 
sit back and reflect unless you're some sort of an 
extraordinary individual who builds that time in 
at the beginning and really protects it and keeps 
it. . . . Administrators will continue to muddle 
through as they have . . . how well they just 
muddle through ... or prevail will make a 
difference. 
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So, Susan assumes that it is difficult to interest 
administrators in taking time to think about their work and 
what they are doing. If they do take the time, she doesn't 
necessarily advocate a full-blown Higher Education doctoral 
program. 
•k-k-kicitieititic-k 
Dan fat big state university in the Souths 
it's fun to have somebody ask the question that 
causes you to think. I spend a lot of time doing 
and not a lot of time thinking and so it's nice to 
[think]. 
As a community college administrator, who is also 
adjunct faculty and a researcher at big state university in 
the South, Dan has been confronted with the time constraints 
that Susan has alluded to. He finds the opportunity to 
teach and do research to be very important and something 
that keeps him from sinking into a mindless morass of 
administrative "busy-ness." 
Dan's interest in working at a community college and 
teaching and doing research about community colleges at the 
nearby state university is deeply rooted in the difficulties 
he faced while making the transition from high school to 
college. 
I attended a high school on a little island . . . which 
graduated eight students and . . . then came to the 
[big state university in the South] and entered a 
freshman class of 3200. I was obviously a prime 
candidate for a junior college - community college, I 
just didn't know it. The [higher education] system in 
1960 didn't exist as a system. 
After getting a masters in Physical Education, which 
also centered on community colleges, Dan joined the Air 
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Force. On his return, he was offered an assistantship and 
so came back to big state university in the South to do his 
doctoral work, focusing on community colleges. From the 
start, he worked with a research institute and assisted 
faculty in teaching classes having a heavy research 
component. Not surprisingly, his current job at the local 
community college includes institutional research and 
strategic planning as part of his responsibilities. He 
values the experiences he had as a teaching assistant and as 
a legislative aide as well as the opportunity he had to 
immerse himself full-time in the curriculum: 
You can't really benefit from those practical 
experiences if you don't get the curricular core . 
. . the history and development of the community 
college and all of higher education . . . finance 
course and law course . . . the concept of being 
immersed in the program is terribly important. . . 
. I liked being a student. I could probably have 
gone on forever being a student - because being a 
student is learning plus it's knowing how to be a 
student and I was very good at being a student. . 
Higher Education Students: Then and Now 
And what does Dan think of the students that he now 
teaches in his institutional research and computer courses? 
It's good to have a student who is involved with 
what they are doing - so they have a broader sense 
of what's going on and you can tell that by the 
way they participate. . . . The other end of the 
continuum is a student who just barely does what's 
necessary to meet the minimum requirements of the 
course. . . . You don't see many of those - I 
think the whole area of higher ed administration 
attracts people who don't mind talking . . . and . 
. .have a bigger sense of what education is all 
about. Now that's not always the case. A lot of 
times, you'll have students who are taking a 
course not because they're part of the program, 
but because the course will count as part of a 
separate program. 
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Like Carl at big state university in the North, Dan 
fHigher Education students unigue and often a pleasure 
to teach, and is perturbed by the students taking courses as 
requirements and not because of an interest in Higher 
Education. 
Of the seven interviewed, only Carl, Susan, and Dan had 
actually concentrated on Higher Education as an area of 
study in their doctoral programs. Unlike Carl and Susan, 
Dan had the option of obtaining a Ph.D. 
I was in the Ph.D. program, but . . . with a 
research component to differentiate it from the 
Ed.D. . . . the research component and the 
theoretical base of the dissertation can make it a 
little more difficult for a student. . . 
He was comfortable with his choice of the Ph.D. and 
acknowledged, as did Susan and Carl, that it was more 
prestigious than the Ed.D. 
Dan is worried that most of today's Higher Education 
students are now part-timers and, like Carl, he suggests 
ways to immerse them 
. . . terribly important that you immerse yourself 
in the program. . . . The alternative, if we can't 
reverse that, and I don't see how we can do that, 
is that programs have to look for innovative ways 
to immerse the student who is not immersed . . . 
to find a way to get a student as involved as 
possible while letting him continue to work and 
earn the money necessary to exist. 
Higher Education as Advocacy for Community College Fundincr 
Despite this perceived flaw in current Higher Education 
programs, Dan does see a need for such programs and that 
need is inextricably linked to his vision of Higher 
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Education which is ccntsirsd on th© importance of community 
colleges: 
I think they are phenomenal. . . . They do a 
tremendous service for the community . . . for the 
state and the country ... a true comprehensive 
community college that is open access . . . can 
move a person from wherever they are to some point 
higher than that . . . some point where they can 
contribute. ... I think there's a return - a 
practical, financial return on those dollars that 
are invested. You can't back off of the 
commitment to the [major state research 
university] ... so what you can do is restrict 
access. 
So Dan is worried that funding for community colleges 
will be cut. He sees Higher Education programs providing 
college and university administrators with an understanding 
of the significance of community colleges, so that they can 
better fight for the survival of community colleges, for he 
is afraid that legislators will think that a comprehensive 
community college serves many students who are not college 
level and yet the money is college level funding. 
That goes back to the core curriculum - a full 
concept of what higher education is all about - 
what the value is and can present that when they 
have the opportunity to - politically and 
otherwise. 
********** 
George fat big state university in the North) 
. . . and I said, "Look, I'm not in Higher Ed, the 
problem is that we don't have anybody on campus 
that is in Higher Ed. We've got a fledgling 
Higher Ed movement and no people in the 
discipline, no people trained in it, no people 
professionally in it, no people committed to it 
even - who that's in their heart and soul that's 
what they really believe in." And I said, "it 
seems to me that we've either got to get rid of 
the field or we've got to bring somebody in who 
says, "I am a Higher Ed person." 
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George sees himself as someone who held the Higher Ed 
program together at his university until the Dean of the 
Education School could bring in a nationally recognized 
faculty member to help lead the program. He found himself 
in that position through a long, involved series of 
incidents and coincidences. In the early 1950s, he had 
entered a nearby big state university in the Midwest, 
majored in economics and business and then, on graduation, 
been drafted into the Army. Then 
I met some people who were teachers and began to 
travel with them and became very fascinated with 
the idea of becoming a teacher. ... I wanted to 
get away from the family because the family 
influence had been too powerful for me and it was 
going to be very hard to go into education and 
remain around home and I had never seen much of 
the world other than [the Midwest]. . . . So, I 
simply got a map out and said I think I will go 
either east or west and kind of looked at colleges 
- I wanted to go to a smaller college . . . and so 
decided on [the rockies] and . . . selected [X]. 
And got my teaching certificate and a masters in 
Secondary Education, and then decided I wanted to 
go near water and began to look at the east coast 
and the west coast and ended up in [Pacific 
Northwest]. 
So, during the 1960s, he taught high school at a good 
suburban high school, but soon became disturbed: 
Worked hard. Put in twelve-hour days. . . . But 
the thing that bothered me most was the fact that 
we were in a good school . . . and so the students 
were quite academic, the parents supported the 
school, and we had good administrators . . . good 
salaries - we had everything going right that a 
school can have going right and still the place 
didn't work well in my view. ... I became 
preoccupied with why doesn't a school work better 
than it does? .... You would think - I mean - I 
grew up with the notion "hard work will win" - you 
work hard, you can do anything - and here we were 
all working hard and it wasn't working. 
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About that time, in the late 1960s, George was asked to 
go into the administration. Instead, he asked for 
sabbatical leave to return to graduate study to try and 
figure out why schools weren't working. At that point, he 
just wanted a sabbatical, not a degree. He returned to his 
undergraduate university. Once there, he 
started off in the School of Education, but I 
found myself taking some courses in philosophy, I 
found myself in sociology - I began to look around 
the campus and became pretty excited about the 
kind of stuff I was getting into. ... I extended 
my sabbatical . . . got a teacher assistantship . 
. . and stayed three years and ultimately majored 
in foundations of education. 
In many ways, George's graduate experience did for him 
what so many undergraduate experiences have done for the 
questing liberal arts student - it exposed him to many new 
ideas, thinkers, and academic disciplines and fields of 
study: 
I got into ... my dissertation. Paul Goodman, 
who was the sort of hero of the school movement of 
that time and his book in 1959, Growing Up Absurd, 
was the book that ignited me in a lot of ways. 
Once back at the high school, he 
was angry when I was in the high school because 
now I saw no way out ... we were ... a large 
high school and my analysis had led me to believe 
that those things don't work very well. 
He was rescued. A call from a faculty member at big 
state university in the North brought him to that 
university's Ed School as a faculty member in secondary 
education. He began his own teacher training program, but 
phased it out in the late 1970s when it became clear that 
the demand for high school teachers was dropping off. He 
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had also been teaching foundations courses in off-campus 
satellite programs in Higher Ed. It was there that he first 
began to develop a number of Higher Ed courses in response 
to the frustrations of the state and community college 
faculty he was teaching. 
I began ... to drawn some of the paradoxes 
and/or contradictions, depending on what you 
called them, between institutional life and human 
development. ... I went through a number of 
books because I was never totally happy with what 
I was using . . . although I worked with Fromm's 
book on, you know. Civilization and its Discontent 
[sic] . . . that field . . . was overly generous 
about what you can do with organizations. 
Eventually, the Dean asked George to take over the 
leadership of the Higher Education program. Interestingly, 
this happened in the early 1980s, just at the time that Carl 
was completing his doctorate in the same program - a program 
he viewed as having a few key faculty who were wonderful, 
but little else. 
And George took on the job of chairing the program on 
the condition that a nationally recognized individual would 
be brought in to head up the program. While chairing the 
program (not a department), he faced a problem with the 
adult education part of the curriculum: 
I've never been convinced that, if you had a 
degree in adult ed, anybody would know what the 
hell it was in - I mean, we would know what you 
did - we would know that, in your real life, you 
worked with adults, but then everybody on this 
campus works with adults and so the first thing I 
did at one of the early meetings in 1983 was 
suggest that we drop the word adult and just call 
it higher education. 
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Ironically, George did not notice that the same 
criticism that he had leveled at "adult ed" as a non-field 
could also be leveled at "higher ed." In any event, two of 
George's colleagues fought to keep adult ed, although 
neither was a scholar in that area of study. He acceded, 
but said 
. . . if I had had my way, I would have gotten rid 
of it ... it was just a conflict that I either 
lost or backed away from depending on how you 
looked at it. . . . [Now] you can get a masters, 
but we have taken away . . . [the] doctorate in 
adult ed. 
Happily for George, a competent individual was found to 
run the Higher Education program and he eventually stepped 
down as chair. George's views on his students, courses, and 
higher education/Higher Education are interesting in that, 
unlike Carl, Susan, or Dan, he really views himself as an 
outsider who stepped into the breach for a while, but was 
only interested in teaching in the Higher Education program 
•v. 
because he cared deeply about the development of adolescents 
(13 to 25) and the effect of education on that development - 
and part of that time period is covered by higher education. 
A Self-Proclaimed Outsider Looks at Higher Education 
A look at George's views that follows, then, should be 
filtered through the understanding that he considered 
himself to be an outsider who had been perceived to be 
someone with good administrative skills, who was called in 
to chair the Higher Education program for a brief period. 
He makes that point over and over again in the interview as 
a way of distancing himself from judging the study of Higher 
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Education and Higher Education programs in general. For 
instance, in talking about the future of Higher Education 
programs, he quickly falls back on statistics: 
Higher Education now has roughly 90 programs. . . 
. I don't think that there's anything that I know 
about the world that tells me that that number is 
going to change dramatically . . . because of the 
nature of institutions . . . you've got 90* 
established programs and tenured faculty members. 
... I suspect that 10 years from now we'll have 
within 15% of 90 programs* . . . with roughly the 
same amount of students. . . . It's an established 
field for better or worse . . . administrators are 
going to get trained in that field. There is some 
evidence that faculty members who are looking for 
terminal degrees will get degrees in Higher 
Education and I don't know to what extent that 
will continue or not . . . 
Interestingly, however, what he says does reveal a 
great deal about Higher Education programs. For instance, 
when he talks about students he likes/dislikes, while seeing 
Higher Education students as not being much different from 
any other kind of student that he has taught (in contrast to 
Carl and Dan's views), George does talk about the problem of 
credentialing (as have Carl, Dan, and others): 
The students who say, "I need 36 hours in order to 
get my doctorate" are death to me and to most 
faculty members, I think. "What do I need to do - 
do I need to write a paper - if I do, what should 
it be on?" - you know, all that sort of thing. . . 
. In Higher Education and my other courses, there 
are lots of those students who just know they need 
the degree - it's a credential for them. . . . 
Other students say, "as long as I'm doing that, I 
might as well find out something." 
*Actually, that number is closer to c. sixty programs 
(Nelson, 1989). 
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Not surprisingly, George likes students who are asking 
a "big question" just as he did when he returned to do 
graduate work. 
"In That Sense. I Don't Worry About It" 
Of all the faculty interviewed, George was the only one 
who referred to Higher Education as a discipline. But, 
then, as he talked about it further, he began to back away 
from that description: 
You never know what a degree is. . . . I don't 
know that there is a discipline of Higher 
Education and I don't find it very relevant 
because . . . I'm pretty skeptical of disciplines 
in general. ... If a number of people were to 
start a new world some place and higher education 
emerged, I have no reason to believe that the 
fields would be what we now call disciplines - 
that sociology, history, political science, that 
they would all emerge as disciplines. . . . If we 
were arguing very strict lines, I wouldn't argue 
that Higher Education is a discipline, but I would 
also argue that most of the so-called disciplines 
on campus aren't either. And so in that sense I 
don't worry about it. . . . Well, there is a lot 
in Higher Education - it protects [faculty] . . . 
I mean ... I suspect disciplines got started 
because a lot of people got together and formed 
their own association and their own this and their 
own that and their own peer review and a lot of 
that's very . . . self-serving. 
He seems to view disciplines/fields as primarily 
protective, "self-serving" associations for scholars and 
faculty, so when he begins to think about how he would 
approach the teaching of Higher Education administrators, he 
thinks in terms of the content of contributing fields and 
not necessarily the development of a new academic field of 
study. 
If I were going to train administrators from 
scratch, if I were just going to have an 
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administrators' program, I'm not sure I would 
develop a Higher Education major. I do think 
there is a lot to be learned about being an 
administrator and the older I get the more I 
believe that. But I would pull that from a lot of 
different fields. 
Given the limits of the present programs, however, this 
is what George would like to see the faculty focus on: 
They ought to have some interest in higher 
education - some notion of what it wants to become 
and where it ought to go and clearly that doesn't 
mean your degree has to be in that, but I do think 
the heart has to be there, at least in some way. 
And what is George's notion of higher education? 
Now I had developed a way of thinking about the 
world that tells me that true human development in 
terms of intellectual, spiritual, creative 
development in large institutions is really at 
best a paradox and at worst a contradiction. It 
almost, in my view, can't be done. . . . since the 
multi-versity that's only one of the things that 
they are supposed to ... be doing. 
********** 
Frank fat big state university in the South) 
I really like what's going on in higher education 
at the moment, which I think the pendulum swings 
one way or another, but my background in 
vocational says that college has a purpose and the 
purpose is to help you economically survive in the 
world. It isn't this idea . . . the ivy league 
concept that you go to college just for this 
enrichment - that's there too - but I think you 
have a more direct purpose in college and higher 
education. 
Of the seven interviewed, Frank and George taught in a 
Higher Education program more because of their interest in 
the education of individuals in a particular age group (and 
in Frank's case - individuals with a vocational bent), than 
because of an interest in the institution of higher 
education. Indeed, you could say that Frank, as can be seen 
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from the opening quote, thinks of himself first and foremost 
as "Voc Ed Man." 
Frank's story starts in the Midwest, where he attended 
big state university as an undergraduate and majored in 
agricultural education. 
"I Don't Even Remember Mv Undergraduate Davs" 
He went back to a big state university in the Midwest 
to get a masters after teaching for four years. His 
intention was to become a school superintendent. However, 
his favorite professor happened to teach Higher Education 
and so he took as many courses with that professor as 
possible. Frank continued on for the doctorate and wound up 
doing a massive quantitative study about undergraduates and 
what factors could predict success or failure in college. 
He found that with a few exceptions, high school and first 
semester grade point averages were the best predictors of 
success/failure. 
. . . that really got me interested in some of the 
problems of the administration in higher education 
as to what it was that it took to get a student in 
and out of an institution. 
As he worked on his dissertation, which was the most 
important part of his higher education experience, Frank and 
a group of friends plotted their future with remarkable 
precision: 
We all mapped it out and wrote it down and we 
argued it with our colleagues as to what do we 
want to do and what's your plan. We each had a 
plan and, to my knowledge, - the five of us that 
did it - we all made it. . . .So in order to get 
where I wanted to go which was administration, I 
knew I had to do teaching - so the first job was 
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in teaching. . . . You have to have research and 
publications, so the second job was at a research 
center. . . . And then, of course, when I came 
down here, I was department chairman for 
vocational/technical/adult ed. . . .In those days 
[the sixties], it was possible to make those 
plans, but you also knew you had to move in order 
to accomplish them. 
Ultimately, as the School of Ed shrank in size and 
departments were reorganized, Frank had to make a decision - 
whether to be in a new department which included vocational 
education at the elementary and secondary levels or whether 
to be in a department that included Higher Education and 
Adult Education and addressed, in part, vocational education 
at that level. Since graduate school days, his interests 
had been more at the adult and Higher Education levels, so 
that is where he chose to go. The other reason he chose to 
join that department is that he is the key link with a 
number of programs that provide students in schools without 
doctoral degrees with a doctoral degree in Higher Education: 
Our program in this institution was one which was 
heavily loaded with people from the health field. 
. . . They wanted to be administrators or teachers 
at the university level and there was no doctorate 
in their field. Nursing did not have a doctorate. 
. . . Those people found this to be a nice place 
to get a doctorate to teach at the university. . . 
. Now we've lost the professor who really 
recruited those people heavily and so our numbers 
in the program have declined rapidly. 
Frank's description is in some ways reminiscent of 
Carl's discussion of faculty recruiting students who needed 
a credential. However, Frank is all for recruiting students 
to fulfill the need for the doctoral credential. For Frank, 
the doctorate is a union card, enabling students to go on to 
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more meaningful and useful work. He goes on to talk about 
other joint programs with other schools such as archi¬ 
tecture, building construction, and so forth. 
. . . and then it comes time for a dissertation. 
You normally start with three people on the 
doctoral committee, comes time for the disserta¬ 
tion you will always pick up an additional person 
or two who have a particular interest in the 
dissertation topic. I will still be the chairman 
of the committee, but oftentimes the major portion 
of the consulting on the dissertation will be done 
by someone other than myself. . . . So it's a 
marriage of convenience . . . but it works. 
Academic Jack of All Trades 
Clearly, Frank is something of an academic jack of all 
trades. For instance, he has taught an incredibly wide 
range of courses: 
A few years ago, I taught twelve different courses 
in one year. . . . That was under the quarter 
system. . . . New preparation every thirty 
minutes. I've taught the vocational technical 
courses for program planning, curriculum design, 
teaching methods . . . administration courses . . 
. courses which are technical programs for post¬ 
secondary students - that's one of the things 
we've tried to get into our postsecondary program 
here. We're convinced as a group here that, if 
you're going to be an administrator at a community 
college level, you certainly need to know some 
fundamentals of the technical program. 
Frank also teaches a highly successful course that has 
become well known on the student grapevine, since the course 
prepares students to pass their qualifying exams. However, 
what Frank is most interested in teaching about is; 
We have a lot of people who have no intention of 
going on beyond the two years at a community 
college, so they want a technical program. And 
that's the kind of person I really am interested 
in. 
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Not surprisingly, Frank enjoys teaching the 
predominantly adult students who attend his Ed School's 
Higher Ed program: 
I obviously enjoy teaching these people because 
they know what the real world is like. We don't 
have these bright-eyed kids that come in that just 
know all the theory, but never tried the practice. 
... We also have some people in the Higher Ed 
program - the technical program - that have come 
up through business and industry. . . . They may 
not have taught long, but they have a wealth of 
experience in business and now they want to get 
into community college teaching and so they want a 
degree. . . . They go out and get good jobs too. 
HRD people - human resources development people 
who go into working with all kinds of business and 
industry - nationwide insurance .... 
Frank's vision of higher education is grounded in his 
belief in the need for a practical education: 
I like the idea that the business schools are 
doing well. I like the idea that engineering 
schools are doing well. I like the idea that law 
is doing well. . . . Because students come in and 
they see that "when I finish this, I am going to 
be in a profession that this college - this 
institution - is training me for - a specific job" 
and, of course, people say, "that's rank 
vocationalism" - and I say "Great, I'm all for 
it." . . . The pendulum will be back where a 
liberal arts graduate is going to be in great 
demand and business schools will be suffering and 
engineering is the same way - they're high and 
they're low - education is the same way. And . . 
. I like the pendulum where it is. 
Frank's fortunate - he's doing what he wants to do at a 
good time for it. 
********** 
Morton fat big state university in the South) 
I found after leaving administration that I really 
believe the life of a professor is the ultimate in 
the university. 
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Often, Higher Education programs have one or more 
retired or semi-retired administrators as faculty members. 
Morton is one and is enjoying it immensely. Indeed, most of 
the individuals interviewed are enjoying what they are 
doing. Interestingly, Morton avoided joining the Higher 
Education program at big state university in the South when 
he first moved to town. 
I had a long-standing - I guess, phobia almost - 
as a Dean, I've met so many ex-presidents and ex¬ 
deans and ex-administrators who wanted special 
favors and who wanted to hang on and be a pest 
after they've retired - that I've really gone 
overboard the other way. 
Fortunately for Morton, Walter, the head of the Higher 
Education program, invited him to teach some courses and get 
involved. But Morton's story begins long before that. He 
grew up in a rural part of the Midwest and attended the 
nearby big state university. Having received his bachelor's 
degree and a certificate to teach in the public schools, he 
taught for two years, studied nights and got a masters and 
then went into the military during World War II. After the 
war, he returned to his alma mater for a doctorate in 
educational psychology and tests and measurements. He did 
some teaching at a couple of institutions in teacher 
preparation programs and ultimately became a graduate dean 
at a university that was just developing a graduate program. 
After a number of years there, helping to initiate a whole 
series of masters programs as well as a joint-doctorate with 
the state's research university, he then went on to a 
growing regional university where he was Dean of the Ed 
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School until the early 1980s when he returned to full-time 
teaching on the faculty of that same Ed School. 
While he was Dean, he enjoyed work on accreditation 
teams and work with traditionally black schools. He 
initiated a number of activities that directly helped the 
faculty at black colleges and that forged links between his 
institution and a number of southern black schools. 
I became convinced that one of the ways of helping 
blacks to move in the mainstream - to counteract 
the terrible prejudice which was there all the 
time was to help in leadership and if we could 
improve the places where they were going to school 
. . . we could make progress. 
He saw a lot of progress being made. He also helped 
females. 
I tried to give women a chance to emerge. As a 
matter of fact - one year - it didn't all come at 
the very same time and it wasn't quite as abrupt 
as it might sound, but I replaced five men in 
administrative posts at the college with five 
women. 
He also did a lot of work with foreign students, 
including encouraging the development of programs to bring 
them to his university to study. In short, like Susan, he 
was deeply involved in issues of equity and multi- 
culturalism. He cared a lot. For instance, he and his wife 
established a scholarship program whereby we 
honored a doctoral person each year who 
contributed most in the dissertation toward 
minorities and women and that's been a great joy 
to us. 
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Doubts About Being the Ideal College Administralior 
Yet, at the same time, Morton was also pretty sure that 
he didn*t fit the traditional picture of the perfect 
manager: 
I think that being an administrator was an 
interesting and challenging thing for me and I 
enjoyed it - I especially enjoyed working with 
people. But I must admit as I look back that part 
of the negative is that I*m not really an 
administrative type. . . . The one who makes . . . 
firm decisions . . . has preconceived ideas of 
what needs to be done and has a master plan which 
you can put into effect and proceed to be part of 
a movement. . . .I've had some students, for 
example, who've done . . . dissertations and have 
asked me specific questions and I've even filled 
out questionnaires as to my administrative type 
and I don't do very well on those things, because 
I don't - my managerial skills are not there. I 
think that probably I could have been more 
effective with better managerial training. But, 
on the other hand, it would have been a compromise 
to_my basic philosophy of life and I'm sure that 
being a part of the university scene is what I've 
enj oyed. 
Interestingly, as he discusses the Higher Education 
program at his previous university and the one he is 
currently teaching in, Morton notes that maybe such programs 
couid teach managerial skills for the new administrator. 
But he carefully qualifies that thought: 
I'm not saying they need degrees in Higher 
Education - but certainly they need some help. . . 
. There are two ways of doing this. One would be 
that they take formal courses. Another would be 
that the people in the departments of Higher 
Education involve them - involve faculty members - 
young administrators, and so on, in various 
projects and activities where they grow together. 
The expertise of their particular assignment to 
help the Higher Education department, and, 
conversely, the Higher Education department 
instills some ideas there. 
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The courses he taught were not managerial courses, but 
reflected his own interests. At his previous institution, 
he had faculty rank in the Higher Education department and 
taught a number of courses, in measurement and research and 
ultimately in qualitative methods - naturalistic research. 
And currently - 
A course which I have organized here is a seminar 
in curriculum - university/higher education 
curriculum. . . . It's a general philosophical 
background and then moving into a look at the 
curriculum for professional schools. ... I hope 
to involve some of the administrators on campus to 
interact with the students - I'm asking each 
student to work on a particular project close to 
them. ... I intend to go to the work site and 
spend some time myself purposely. . . . I've got a 
20-page syllabus. ... I really want the students 
to develop thinking along this line and realize 
that there are really no answers - no firm answers 
on curriculum, but curriculum is the heart of the 
university certainly, so it's a vital course. 
A New Approach to Teaching Higher Education 
Morton's idea of having the Higher Education faculty 
work more closely with their students and other 
administrators to develop new approaches to various ^ 
problems, parallels the professional school concept in 
medicine or business. His course didn't fill, but it would 
be interesting to see what comes of it if he does get to try 
his new approach. 
His Thoughts About Students 
And, like so many of the others interviewed, Morton 
likes the thoughtful, yet seasoned, student, versus the 
student who is there only because it is a requirement: 
I enjoyed students who have - who were innovative 
and who are trying to correlate what they're 
186 
learning on a particular project with something 
that's going to help them in their career. I can 
think of a particular example of a woman who is a 
nun at a Catholic institution - she did her 
dissertation under my direction on the role of the 
deanship and I followed up with her institution. . 
. . She was the type of person who went over her 
head and was looking for ideas and would speak 
right up. . . .1 don't mind students disagreeing 
with me. . . .1 guess the student I like most is 
the one who is taking this course because it seems 
interesting and the one who bores me the most is 
the one that's in there because it's a 
requirement. 
"Lack of Respect" - Doubts About the Future of Higher Ed 
Programs 
As someone who has viewed Higher Education programs 
both from within and from outside as Dean, Morton has a less 
sanguine view of their future than many of the others 
interviewed, with the possible exception of Carl, who 
worried a lot about quality: 
In general. Higher Education has suffered from a 
lack of respect. . . . Some of it's justified. . . 
. Most people weren't trained in the area. . . . 
At our institution, I only hired one person in 
Higher Education; all the rest I inherited . . . 
from various administrative posts. 
No wonder Morton did not want to appear to be one of 
those kinds of administrators at his new institution in the 
South! He goes on to add that it would be good 
. . . to select good young people who come through 
the academic sequence and who will help establish 
a real role for Higher Education. Now I think 
that the Higher Education people have been 
successful and I would hope they would continue to 
do this - they've been successful in working out 
in the field. . . . with community colleges, 
especially .... 
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But'Morton's a bit ambivalent, for he points out that, 
at least at his former institution, the Higher Education 
program was a problem in one way: 
Now there's a disadvantage . .. often close to the 
department of Higher Education . . . you will find 
that in that institution and surrounding 
institutions . . . you get a whole host of former 
Higher Education students who are virtually in 
control of the . . . operation. At [his former 
institution] . . . I'd guess there'd be forty or 
fifty of the administrators on campus who had done 
work in the department of Higher Education. . . . 
So you must watch the inbreeding aspect. 
While aware of some of its strengths and limitations, 
Morton likes working in a Higher Education program. It 
meets his current needs and vision of higher education, by 
keeping him in the academic world that he loves: 
. . . the academic scene is challenging - the 
frustrating thing is that it allows a person - an 
incompetent person just to sit, but it allows an 
able person and an energetic one to work to any 
extent - to 100 hours a week or whatever . . . 
it's just a great place to be. 
Now that so much funding for higher education has been 
cut and the liberal approach is out and a more conservative 
one in, Morton really would not feel comfortable continuing 
as an administrator: 
I'm very positive about what can happen, but I 
think that ... we don't have the voices for 
higher education. . . that we had in the sixties. 
We don't have the strong statements being made to 
support education . . . 
So, for now, Morton is enjoying teaching, which he 
terms "by far the most interesting work." 
********** 
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Walter (at big state university in the Sou-hh^ 
I start my community college course out by saying 
this is a course in religion. You don't really 
get religion, you'd better not teach in a 
community college. 
Walter is head of his university's Higher Education 
program. The shape of that program has a lot to do with 
Walter's interest in community colleges. An interest that 
began as a result of the^ fact that he had attended a 
community college through economic necessity and then went 
on to the big state university in the South for his 
undergraduate degree. 
. . . and went off to fight in World War II as a 
B-29 navigator . . . and then came back after the 
war. 
The Dean, who had known him as an undergraduate, 
enticed him to return to do graduate work and he went on to 
complete his doctorate. His dissertation, which was the 
most important part of his graduate work, centered around 
community colleges and how to incorporate them in a state's 
higher education system. As there was no formal Higher 
Education program at that time, he took some coursework on 
community colleges at [prestigious western state university] 
during the summer session. After completing his doctorate, 
he joined the faculty, but soon was involved in implementing 
the recommendations in his dissertation through legislative 
action at the state capital. That activity took many years 
and, in the late 1960s, Walter returned to big state 
university in the South as a faculty member and was 
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instrumental in establishing the school's Higher Education 
program (not a department). 
This was largely because the college faculty did 
not want to set up a department of Higher 
Education. ... They felt that people who majored 
in Higher Education should be in the various 
departments that were in existence. 
He was able to establish a center for service and 
research purposes. His professorship at that time was in 
educational administration. 
So my teaching responsibilities were in educational 
administration and my research and service 
responsibilities in the [Center] of Higher Education. 
College of Education Re-Structures 
As the 1980s progressed, the Higher Education program 
continued to grow and prosper despite the massive 
retrenchment and consolidation occurring around it within 
the College of Education. 
None of these [activities] were particularly 
affecting the Higher Education program - with the 
emphasis on community colleges and its growth . . 
. was going great guns - our junior college course 
. . . always had 30 or 40 students in it and 
whenever we cut it down to two sections, well then 
they would build up another 30 or 40. So we had a 
hard time for about four or five years there, even 
manning the ramparts and taking care of the demand 
which, of course, has considerably fallen off now. 
But at that time, we had lots of students who 
wanted to teach in community colleges. 
Like many other Higher Education programs, Walter's 
program grew tremendously, in part because of large numbers 
interested in working in community colleges. Walter, 
primarily concerned with issues of equity, was not 
particularly worried about the impact of increased numbers 
on quality the way Carl was. He just worked all the harder 
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Walter was to fill the courses "manning the ramparts." 
concerned with quality, but in a different context as we 
shall see later when he describes a course devoted to 
finding out just what cpiality is. 
Ultimately, however, as the larger College of 
Education, like most Ed Schools of the time, re-organized to 
respond to a shrinking student body, the Higher Education 
program became a part of a new, larger restructured 
department. It actually strengthened the Higher Education 
program, because, for the first time, most of its faculty 
were now in the same department. They began meeting 
regularly to make sure they were "not duplicating more than 
necessary in terms of readings" and to plan their schedule 
for the next several years, discuss research interests and 
questions for the qualifying exams, and to consider new 
programs such as a new "special program for the dental 
school at the masters level." 
The special program and the need to worry about 
duplication may very well be areas in which Higher Education 
programs differ from more traditional academic fields of 
study, where, on the one hand, the sequence of study and its 
boundaries is fairly clear and, on the other hand, it would 
be difficult to initiate inter-disciplinary programs with 
other fields as disparate as the dental school is from 
educational administration. 
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The Continuum of Higher Education Programs 
As the head of a Higher Education program, and as 
someone who has thought a lot about the study of Higher 
Education and done a good deal of Higher Education research 
over the years, Walter provided many interesting 
observations and insights into the uniqueness of Higher 
Education programs. For instance, he notes that 
I think one of the considerations that several of 
us have talked about more informally than any 
other has been the perpetuation - the continuation 
of programs of Higher Education .... I am sort 
of forced into the consideration that these are 
people-oriented programs. But I don't know that 
that's entirely different from other kinds of 
programs - people go to study with people whether 
it's in physics or astrophysics or whatever. . . . 
But I think maybe the disciplines - the scientific 
disciplines and maybe even some of the social 
science disciplines are more oriented in the 
discipline than they are in people. Higher 
Education programs are very much oriented in 
individual personalities. And, when an individual 
leaves a position - retirement or a change of jobs 
- the program is so vitally affected that some¬ 
times it just sort of dies. 
He notes that the successful future of Higher Education 
programs is dependent on 
. . . whether we have maintained people in those 
positions that [attract] students and also carry 
on a reasonable level of research. 
Quality 
Like Carl, quality is also something Walter thinks 
about and has worked into some of his courses. For 
instance. 
Problems of Higher Education, which is an eclectic 
seminar dealing specifically with whatever comes 
to mind at the time - one year we spent the whole 
year talking about quality in higher education. 
192 
They ultimately concluded that one of the best 
definitions for quality is in Pirsig's Zen and the Art of 
Motorcycle Maintenance. 
Such seminars are, for Walter and Carl and many of the 
others interviewed, one of the pluses of teaching in an area 
like Higher Education, which is eclectic and does allow for 
a lot of creative and unusual thought and exploration that 
might not be possible in a more traditional discipline. As 
Walter notes in speaking of a course about American higher 
education: 
. . . you do it differently every time you do it. 
This is a course that most all of us teach at one 
time or another. 
Of course, Walter loves teaching his community college 
courses. It is in the context of talking about those 
courses that he talks about his favorite students: 
. . . one of the things I am really sensitive to 
are people who have some humaneness and concern 
for others as a professional dedication. ... Of 
course, all of us like to work with people who 
catch on and understand what you are saying and 
can read all the nuances without having to have 
them all explained . . . but that doesn't always 
happen. 
Interestingly, like Carl and George at big state 
university in the North, Walter has not been able to develop 
the adult education portion of the program as fully as he 
would like: 
We have courses in adult education ... we need 
one on lifelong education as differentiated from 
adult education, but we haven't gotten that 
developed yet. 
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Whatever the courses, though, Walter sees the whole 
program pointing towards asking certain questions: 
What . . . are institutions of higher education 
for? Why do we have the institutions and colleges 
and what are they supposed to be doing? 
These questions are linked to his vision of higher 
education: 
. . . that there be opportunities for lifelong 
education according to the individual's needs and 
society's needs as well. ... We need several 
kinds of institutions - of course, this has been a 
lifelong dedication [of mine] to the development 
of community colleges that will serve a broad base 
of the population and then - excellent universi¬ 
ties built on top of it to carry out the further 
education of those individuals - particularly in 
the professions that require it and then push the 
areas of knowledge further on . . . and ... be 
financially available to everybody. ... I guess 
the main think I would like to see in the future 
is universal availability. 
The way that Walter makes sense of higher education is 
that the goals for community colleges and the goal of 
"universal availability" are mutually reinforcing goals. 
The Proliferation of Books About Higher Education 
Walter's work in the field of Higher Education has been 
during the entire post-war period when both higher education 
systems and Higher Education programs expanded and, in more 
recent years, contracted somewhat. He has seen books on 
higher education increase from a few published per year to 
so many that he spends several thousand dollars a year 
obtaining new books. As someone interested in obtaining 
good books on higher education, Walter has found a number on 
the community college in particular and several more general 
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ones (such as Paul Rudolph's Curriculum and Burton Clark's 
Perspectives), 
The Future of Walter's Higher Education Program 
As a graduate student during the early days of Higher 
Education study, Walter concentrated on community colleges, 
yet 
largely [took] public school courses. So I had to 
bridge the gap on my own research. 
So, he is glad that the university is supporting the 
continuance of his Higher Education program by hiring 
another new faculty person and there is a tacit 
understanding that, when Walter retires, he, too, will be 
replaced. In the interim, the new faculty member can begin 
to work with him to ensure some continuity. It would appear 
that he is glad, since: first, a program that he has spent 
much time and thought on will continue, but, secondly, a 
program with faculty teaching and doing research in Higher 
Education will be there for future students - something he 
would have loved when he was a graduate student. He hopes 
this type of support would be available to other Higher 
Education programs throughout the country: 
I would hope for the future that we would have a 
good judicious mix of the people who have [the] 
kind of experience that makes them valuable as a 
professor and also another group of people who may 
have little or no experience in the administrative 
roles, but are strictly concerned about the 
philosophical commitments and their research goes 
well. ... to continue to expand the limits of 
knowledge of the higher education operation. 
This comment of his is quite significant, because it 
reflects the multiple focus of many Higher Education 
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programs. Higher Education programs require practitioners 
as professors to work with students desiring a professional 
degree program in order to become college and university- 
administrators. Yet, many of the leading Higher Educators 
aspired to having it be an academic field, and that requires 
faculty who are researchers and have "philosophical 
commitments" to the study of Higher Education. 
********** 
Some Insights Gained From the Seven Interviews 
I learned a great deal from these individual tales. I 
will long remember how Carl thinks about and prepares for 
teaching his classes, and I find echoes in my own experience 
of Dan's frustration with the conflicts inherent in trying 
to do teaching and research while still being an active 
administrator. 
Susan's treatment of an administrative management 
program as theatre and her use of creativity in 
administration was fascinating. Frank, who was the most 
vocal for the benefits of a practical education, was also 
the one who stuck with his singular passion no matter what. 
I will not forget the way his passion for vocational 
education pervaded all he did. 
Morton's respect for cultural diversity and the many 
ways in which he sought to help people throughout his career 
touched me. I am also haunted by George's thought: "If I 
were going to train administrators from scratch . . . I'm 
not sure I would develop a Higher Education major ... I 
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would pull that from a lot of different fields.” Indeed, 
although administrators weren't the only kinds of students 
that the interviewees taught, each had his or her own 
approach to teaching administrators. Susan used flash and 
dash, because she did not think administrators had much 
time. Carl worried about their writing and analytical 
skills as well as their lack of knowledge about the 
university and its institutional history. I found the 
latter concerns quite interesting, for I wonder how 
administrators can work supportively with faculty, if 
administrators don't have a good idea of what the university 
is all about. 
I often learned something completely new from these 
interviews. For instance, Morton noted that, at his 
institution, there were forty or fifty graduates of the 
Higher Education program who had stayed on as 
administrators, creating an incestuous situation. I 
wondered how wide-spread that situation was and why none of 
the leading Higher Educators had been concerned about this 
factor. 
Of course, Walter was fascinating, for his career has 
spanned most of the post-World War II developments in the 
study of Higher Education. I was tickled that he had hit 
upon Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance for its 
definitions of quality, as that had been a book that we had 
studied in one of our seminars on Higher Education as we 
were wrestling with just what quality means in America. 
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Lik© Walt©r and Carl, I valu© th© kinds of ©cl©ctic s©iiiinairs 
that can b© d©v©lop©d around th© topic of Higher Education. 
Thos© courses make us© of ideas and insights from a whole 
host of academic fields and are on© of th© treats of being 
in a Higher Education program that has good faculty teaching 
in it. 
Walter noted that, although a well-known professor may 
attract students to departments like astrophysics, such 
departments will go on teaching a certain body of knowledge 
with or without that faculty member. Not so in Higher 
Education, which does not have a common body of knowledge 
and so is "very much oriented in individual personalities. 
And when an individual leaves a position . . . the program 
is so vitally affected that sometimes it just sort of dies." 
No wonder Walter is glad that, before he retires, he will 
have an opportunity to work with the future chair of his 
program in order to provide continuity! 
Carl's preoccupation with quality and with the concern 
that "we should not sell our soul" has haunted me. He does 
not want to churn out graduates of Higher Education programs 
in the way that Ed Schools "churned out teachers" in the 
1960s and 1970s. Indeed, each interview sheds new light on 
what it means to try to develop Higher Education programs 
within Schools of Education: Schools which are in part 
professional, in part vocational, and in part discipline- 
based; schools where program standards were developed in 
relation to K-12 teacher and administrator certification 
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requirements and, thus, have no models for ensuring quality 
in programs, like Higher Education, which are not 
certification based. Each faculty member must apply his or 
her norms - some professional, some vocational, some based 
in a particular academic discipline or other field of study. 
Without the constraints of a rigorous field, each one 
is free to do what he or she wants (this can have some real 
advantages). However, one disadvantage of programs with few 
clear boundaries or standards is that they can be used by 
Schools of Education to attract a lot of students who are 
merely seeking a credential - much as was done with K-12 
programs. Most interesting of all, while concentrating on 
building their own programs, none of the interviewees was 
involved in efforts to build Higher Education as a field of 
study. 
I began to wonder what this all meant: Were the 
leading Higher Educators' attempts to form a field driven by 
intellectual concerns, or by the need to provide legitimacy 
for the fledgling Higher Education programs emerging within 
Schools of Education? Has the effort to develop Higher 
Education into an academic field of study gone as far as it 
can go within the Ed School context? 
Chapter 6 concludes this dissertation by addressing 
these and other questions related to the development of 
Higher Education as an academic field. Several major themes 
are considered, including whether or not the Ed School 
should be recognized as the home for the academic study of 
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Higher Education or whether or not Higher Education should 
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CHAPTER 6 
REPRISE AND CONCLUSION 
We should not sell our soul. (Carl [from an 
interview with the author in June, 1988, at "big 
state university in the North]). 
Few academics, even those who have achieved high 
distinction in their own field, have the 
intellectual qualities that make for first-rate 
interdisciplinary teachers. When courses and 
programs are created in the face of these 
difficulties, they are often short-lived failures; 
a genuine integration of perspective and knowledge 
around a problem or issue is rarely achieved, and 
such courses often descend to a lowest common 
denominator of relatively uninformed discussion 
among teachers and students, none of whom has a 
solid mastery of the topic or its problem. 
(Martin Trow, "American Academic Department," 
1976, p. 14) 
Prelude 
When I set out to investigate Higher Education as an 
academic field of study, I sought to uncover "themes already 
present" (Sartre, 1963, p. 116). I wanted a sense of how 
the study of Higher Education fit within the twentieth 
century university. I didn't know what I would find. In 
some ways, like many Higher Educators, I hoped that I would 
find that Higher Education was an academic field, because 
that would confer a certain sense of legitimacy and identity 
on my own doctoral degree program. But, forming an academic 
field is more than conferring a sense of legitimacy, it's 
about intellectual excitement and commitment. I wanted to 
see if that existed, too. 
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Reprise 
As we have seen, I found that the attempts to develop 
the subject of Higher Education into an academic field of 
study failed to overcome certain fundamental obstacles, 
leaving the issue still to be resolved. 
The first obstacle that Higher Educators were unable to 
overcome was the location of the academic study of Higher 
Education within Schools of Education - those often 
misunderstood, eclectic schools, which encompass both 
mediocre and excellent work. 
From the beginning. Higher Education study was 
peripheral to other Ed School programs which were largely 
centered on K-12 education. Thus, I wasn't surprised when 
Walter remarked to me in our interview, "the college faculty 
did not want to set up a department of Higher Education." 
In most cases. Higher Education programs have been kept 
quite small and their faculty have been called on to teach a 
variety of courses - many totally outside their areas of 
expertise (Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Cooper, 1980; Newell & 
Kuh, 1989). In thinking about this, I couldn't help but 
remember Frank's rather extreme experience of this; "A few 
years ago, I taught twelve different courses in one year." 
Furthermore, Schools of Education have been accused of 
trying to do too much - of trying to move into areas of 
study belonging to other fields and disciplines (Dibden, 
1965; Premfors, 1986). Their foray into the area of Higher 
Education is a case in point. The two-pronged dilemma that 
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Higher Educators faced in the 1920s, when they began, still 
confronts them today: first, they are not highly respected 
by their colleagues elsewhere in the university, and 
secondly, everyone in the university feels qualified to 
study Higher Education and does not conceive of it as 
necessarily being a separate academic field of study. 
Rather than confront this dilemma. Higher Educators 
began by being innocuous: first, they worked with many 
natural constituents of Ed Schools (junior college faculty, 
student services staff, teachers college presidents, and 
former educationists) - all of whom easily turned to the new 
courses being developed. Second, most Higher Educators just 
allowed the programs to grow without any informing vision or 
purpose. Like a number of other Ed School faculty, they 
made use of a range of methods and theories from other 
fields. But, the Higher Educators were unable to develop a 
theoretical framework that was unique to Higher Education 
study. 
This inability to build a unique intellectual 
underpinning for an academic field became the_ second 
obstacle that Higher Educators faced. The passion, the 
intellectual excitement that surrounds a new field, whether 
it is "cognitive science" or "women's studies," has never 
been there. Hal Cowley's laborious taxonomy was no 
substitute. 
More often than not. Higher Educators talk about a 
field as it protects faculty and not about intellectual 
203 
commitment:. I remember George saying to me in our 
interview, "I suspect disciplines got started because a lot 
of people got together and formed their own associations and 
. . . their own peer review and a lot of that's very . . . 
self-serving." Yet, isn't that what leading Higher 
Educators have been trying to do, particularly in the past 
20 years? 
They have developed many interesting ideas and 
observations about higher education, but all are derived 
from work done through the perspectives of a wide range of 
disciplines and professions. As we have seen, some of the 
largest contributions have come from the fields of 
sociology, history, and psychology. 
While providing freedom for some of the more creative 
individuals within Higher Ed programs to do unique and 
interesting work, this situation has left the programs 
without a clear intellectual focus or framework. Thus, the 
third obstacle to forming Higher Education into an academic 
field (and Carl's remark about "inventing a curriculum" 
alludes to it) is that: having no agreed-upon theory or 
knowledge base. Higher Educators have had little direction 
for coming to a consensus about doctoral degree program 
content and objectives. Algo Henderson, at the University 
of Michigan, more than any other, set forth a vision and a 
model for such programs. He viewed them as professional, 
enabling faculty and administrators to gain knowledge of 
higher education institutions and administrative practices. 
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He saw two avenues for such study: (1) post-doctoral work 
for faculty who already had a degree; and (2) doctoral work 
- but, at the doctoral level, provision was made for joint 
doctoral degrees (for example: "Higher Education/ 
Psychology" or "Higher Education/Business Administration" - 
allowing doctoral students to take some Higher Education 
courses, but also to take a core of courses in a recognized 
field of study). 
While Michigan and a few other institutions have 
enabled some of their doctoral students in Higher Education 
to follow Henderson's model, most programs have not done so. 
Nor have alternative models been successfully put forth. 
Having no clear purpose, too often Higher Education 
programs have become places for students to obtain a 
credential only. As we recall, George, frustrated with such 
students, remarked: "the students who say, 'I need 36 hours 
in order to get my doctorate are death to me and to most 
faculty . . .'" Of course, many thoughtful students do 
enter Higher Education programs and sometimes find excellent 
faculty members to work with. 
Yet, there continues to be no clear understanding about 
what Higher Educators are studying. At their Fall 1990 
Conference, the Higher Education program directors once more 
looked at the latest surveys of Higher Education program 
courses and missions to try and develop a clear mission 
statement "that can be used by all higher education programs 
to distinguish their programs from other programs in Schools 
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of Education” (ASHE Newsletter. Fall 1990, p. 5). Their 
purpose remains centered on gaining a recognized identity 
and sense of legitimacy, not necessarily on fostering a 
particular "Higher Education perspective" or "understanding" 
as would be the case if their primary concern were building 
an academic field. Promoting Higher Education as an 
academic field, then, has always been more a means to an end 
- legitimizing Higher Education programs. 
Partly because of their lack of clarity about what 
they're about. Higher Educators face a final obstacle: the 
major problems of contemporary universities have been 
addressed by college presidents, deans, and others outside 
the Ed School. The efforts of the Higher Educators have 
been largely ignored. Thus, for example, from Hutchins to 
Conant to Boyer to Bloom, most, though not all, well-known 
studies of the undergraduate curriculum were done by non- 
Higher Educators. 
The inability of Higher Educators to form a recognized 
academic field combined with their inability to 
significantly influence the major movements affecting 
colleges and universities has led them to an impasse. 
There's nothing more they can do that they haven't already 
done. A whole new view is needed. 
Conclusion (Wavs Out of the Impasse) 
David Leslie and Joseph Beckham, noting the eclectic 
nature of Higher Education study, began to reach the heart 
of the matter when they stated that, "neither is it enough 
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to ask if we are a discipline, a profession, or an applied 
field of study" (1986, p. 6). Having asked these questions 
and having found out that Higher Education is not an 
academic field, I would hope that Higher Educators would 
cease trying to form such a field, but rather would 
understand what it means to study a topic of interest to all 
of their colleagues in academia. 
The first step must be to return the jurisdiction of 
the study of Higher Education to the entire university 
community, particularly since, all along, many faculty and 
administrators have already been thinking about the meaning 
of higher education and ways that it could be improved. 
Higher Education should not be perceived as the particular 
domain of any one group, whether they be sociologists, 
educationists, or administrators. What was a minor theme of 
this dissertation, really needs to become a major theme in 
the conclusion. Higher Education is not a field, but a 
topic. As such, it should be studied through the lens of a 
wide variety of fields. What follows are some thoughts 
about what all this means. 
In thinking about the different ways that colleges and 
universities can be and have been studied, we might ask: 
(1) Is there a need for research about colleges and 
universities? (2) Is there a need to redefine and re¬ 
understand the meaning of a college education? (3) Is there 
a need for the professional preparation of college and 
university administrators and for the study of college 
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administration? I would answer "yes" to all three 
questions, but would add that Higher Education programs in 
Schools of Education are not the appropriate place to 
respond to these questions. 
In order to answer the first two questions from a 
university-wide perspective, what can we learn from the 
ideas of a few thoughtful administrators, faculty, and 
Higher Educators about how to strengthen research about 
higher education, and how that research can be related to 
better understanding the meaning of a college education 
today? 
Burton Clark has characterized the current state of 
higher education as "a corporate bureaucracy" (Clark, 1984, 
p. 7). He cautions that while, in the past, church and 
political rulers threatened academic freedom, "now, 
bureaucratic control becomes the more serious threat to the 
freedoms that academics claim they must have to function 
effectively. State power over this sector becomes newly and 
deeply institutionalized in the bureaucratic form" (p. 7). 
Put another way. Page Smith, an historian and former Provost 
of the University of California at Santa Cruz, has cautioned 
that currently the university has been left with "a vast 
bureaucracy and the modern 'disciplines.'" He notes that 
The pattern was strikingly similar to that of the 
medieval university, which rose out of the needs 
of students, attained a brief glory, and then sank 
into the long twilight of scholasticism, where the 
original mission was forgotten and scholarship 
became, as it has today, an end in itself, 
producing increasingly meaningless refinements. 
(Smith, 1990, p. 303) 
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For Clark, one way to better understand this situation 
is to study academia from many disciplinary perspectives as 
well as "cross-nationally” (1984, p. 273). So, too. Dean 
Rosovsky cautions, ”an educated American, in the last 
quarter of this century, cannot be provincial in the sense 
of being ignorant of other cultures and other times" (1990, 
p. 106). He also stresses understanding of the "major 
approaches to knowledge" and the "particular way of 
thinking" of each (p. 115). 
Although Smith denigrates the often meaningless over¬ 
specialization of many disciplines, he had used his own 
field, history, to analyze academia (Smith, 1990). Robert 
Paul Wolff notes that he could not have studied the 
institutions of higher education, making the recommendations 
that he made, without the tools of his discipline: 
The portions of my education which proved most 
useful to me in my attempts at social criticism 
have been precisely those which originally seemed 
least relevant to politics and society. ... No 
original thinker, it would seem, starts with an 
interdisciplinary study of immediate social 
problems. (Wolff, p. 78) 
Where does all this leave us? From this brief 
overview, it is clear that many interesting ideas and 
disciplinary perspectives exist and can be used to re-direct 
the academic study of Higher Education. Some ideas touch on 
what I believe to be a significant need: re-thinking the 
role of higher education in the emerging global community. 
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Historically, higher education has always been linked 
to a particular culture and/or society - from the academies 
of Plato's time to the medieval university, which first 
served the church and then the secular needs of society, to 
the role of the university in the scientific revolutions of 
the 17th to 19th centuries, to the present. Cardinal 
Newman's Idea of a University became a classic because he 
addressed fundamental intellectual and philosophical 
questions about how a university should relate to the 
culture of its times. Clark Kerr's Uses of the University 
(1982) tried to do the same thing in the recent past. 
Today, a new shift is occurring in higher education, 
which is reflected in "non-western" courses, talk of 
multiculturalism and debates about "the canon." These hint 
at the larger need: reshaping higher education to respond 
to the needs of a global society. This could mean: 
new courses and new fields of study, including 
multi-disciplinary programs; 
new ways of teaching about old subjects and new 
ways of looking at values in a global context; 
- new technologies and new knowledge and, hopefully, 
new understandings; 
- new types of institutions of higher education. 
There is much to think about and to study, making use 
of a wide range of scholarly expertise. Yet, as we have 
seen. Higher Education programs and centers within Schools 
of Education are not positioned to deal with this type of 
university-wide topic. Today, scholars and administrators 
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study higher education through several means: on an 
individual basis or through inter-disciplinary centers (some 
university-wide and many affiliated with Ed Schools), 
institutional research offices, statewide governing boards, 
inter-state commissions (American Council on Education, the 
American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 
ASHE-ERIC reports). 
Scholars and administrators should examine these 
efforts in order to see which topics and forums are of 
critical importance. I would recommend that a new vision 
for higher education should emerge as well as a radical re¬ 
thinking of current fields and how they are taught, 
particularly in light of the new needs of a global society. 
A few university-wide multi-disciplinary centers for 
the study of higher education should be formed to study this 
particular phenomenon and others of significance to the 
entire university community. Scholars would be drawn from 
throughout academia. Some of the existing Higher Education 
faculty could join the new centers. More importantly, 
faculty and administrators from all parts of the university 
could come together to discuss new ways of looking at and 
understanding a college education. 
Centers, unattached to any particular school or 
division of the university, but reporting directly to the 
Academic Vice President or Provost, are the logical location 
for such study. Not only do they allow for the university¬ 
wide involvement of scholars from many fields and 
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disciplines, but they avoid all the existing pitfalls of 
locating the study of Higher Education within Schools of 
Education. John Goodlad, an expert in pedagogy, has also 
recognized the many limitations of Ed Schools and has 
recommended developing inter-disciplinary centers outside 
the Ed School for the study of pedagogy. These centers, 
according to Goodlad, would "overcome the 'secondary to 
peripheral * status that characterizes teacher education in 
most universities" (Oleson, 1990, p. 1). If Ed Schools are 
being found wanting in relation to their primary function of 
teacher education, they most certainly cannot be made 
responsible for studying Higher Education, as well. 
Finally, what kinds of answers are there to the 
question of whether or not there is a need for the 
professional preparation of college and university 
administrators? Preparing mid-level and upper-level college 
and university administrators is another area that should 
not be left to the Ed School. As we have seen. Higher 
Education programs often pretend to be professional 
programs, but they are an amalgam of diverse purposes and 
interests. Barbara Townsend and Stephen Moore recently 
completed an exhaustive survey of Higher Education programs 
and their graduates and found that "student dissatisfaction 
with the higher education doctorate was evidenced by the 
high percentage of respondents who would not select higher 
education as their major field of study if they were to 
pursue a doctorate again (over 43 percent)" (1990, p. 76). 
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Townsend and Moore note dissatisfaction with curricular 
narrowness, inability of students to gain promotions 
(particularly in research universities and selective 
colleges), and difficulties with the location of Higher 
Education programs within Schools of Education. 
Like other Higher Educators, Townsend and Moore don't 
see what can be done about the last concern. One 
alternative, however, would be to look at other models for 
the education of college and university administrators, to 
see if it is possible and/or helpful to develop professional 
programs to educate them outside Schools of Education. 
The first model for the professional education of 
college and university administrators is the special 
institute or internship program. The lEM at Harvard, the 
ACE fellows program, summer programs for women 
administrators, and many other special institutes exist to 
prepare college administrators. All are largely independent 
of existing Higher Education programs and all are predicated 
on the idea that many administrators can benefit by learning 
certain interpersonal and networking skills as well as 
certain concepts about how colleges and universities 
function. Finally, all are non-degree programs. 
These programs and institutes are the only purely 
professional development programs available for college and 
university administrators. For as we have seen, though many 
Higher Education programs focus on the preparation of higher 
education administrators, such efforts are often lost or 
213 
overshadowed by competing interests of faculty and students. 
If (and this is a big "if”) academia wished to incorporate 
the professional education of college and university 
administrators within the framework of its graduate and 
post-graduate programs, building on the approaches that 
seemed to work in the special institutes and a few Higher 
Education programs, then how would that be accomplished? 
The vast array of special programs could be studied to 
see if they are imparting significant professional knowledge 
to those who attend them. Administrators and faculty from 
all departments of the university could meet to discuss what 
the qualities of a good administrator should be and what 
general technical knowledge is required. Then the existing 
institutes and programs could be improved and expanded as 
necessary. It would be understood, however, that for those 
current or "would be" college and university administrators 
requiring a doctoral degree, a wide variety of routes could 
be taken: for example, a doctorate in management science 
for the financial officers, a doctorate in psychology/ 
educational psychology, sociology, or international studies 
for student services administrators, and a doctorate in any 
number of "academic fields" for academic administrators. 
The special institutes and programs would remain non-degree 
granting programs. 
There is another more formal approach to the profes¬ 
sional education of college and university administrators 
that could be taken, but it is fraught with a number of 
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difficulties. Many universities have graduate professional 
schools for public administration, business administration, 
public health administration, and so forth. Universities 
need to decide if they also want a graduate school for 
college and university administration. 
As a professional school it would do all the things 
that Higher Education programs generally do not do: It 
would have a direct relationship between its degree programs 
and specific administrative careers. It would provide for 
continuing education in the administrative process (similar 
to the special institutes and fellows programs of today). 
It would develop a specific knowledge base concerning 
administrative practices, in general, as well as for 
particular positions. 
Such a school would be a professional school and its 
mission would be clear, though narrower than the missions of 
existing Higher Education programs. For faculty and 
administrators with Ph.D. degrees, it could offer a few 
post-doctoral courses in specific areas of interest. For 
others, it could offer masters and doctoral degree programs 
to prepare for particular areas of administration in several 
levels of institutions. The administrative areas would 
include: student services, finance, external affairs, and 
institutional research. It could also offer course work for 
individuals interested in academic administration, but, in 
deference to existing norms, academic administrators' 
degrees should continue to be in specific disciplines. 
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Their dissertation topics could focus on an aspect of higher 
education, enabling faculty from the professional school or 
a university-wide Higher Education research center, to serve 
on dissertation committees. This hypothetical school 
adheres to a structure that would be recognizable and 
legitimate. 
It is necessary for academia to decide if there is a 
need for such a school. Are university administrators as in 
need of specialized knowledge as, for example, hospital 
administrators? A lingering concern that I have about this 
otherwise logical model, is that academic administrators, in 
particular, need to know what it means to be faculty and 
what it means to do scholarly work in a particular field of 
study. Otherwise, the chasm between faculty and 
administration will only continue to widen. Over time, the 
very existence of a graduate school for college and 
university administration could erode the traditional route 
by which faculty have gone on to academic administration, 
thereby severing that vital connection. 
In his recent book on being an academic dean at 
Harvard, Henry Rosovsky noted that "academic administration 
. .. is a very peculiar art" (p. 239). In warning against 
turning to "professional administrators," he advises that it 
is in general "a prescription for disaster" (p. 245). "The 
technical skills of the executive . . . are trivialities 
compared to understanding the fundamental nature of the 
university. And this has to come from inside experience 
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acquired by long hours in library, laboratory, and with 
students” (p. 245). He goes on to add that a good 
administrator is "in nearly all cases . . . someone steeped 
in the culture of universities” (p. 245). 
By showing what two types of professional programs for 
college and university administrators could look like, I 
have merely tried to point to some ways out of the impasse 
that Higher Education program faculty have found themselves 
in. Since some administrative positions require specialized 
knowledge, institutes and fellowship programs could provide 
that knowledge. The improvement of these programs would 
obviate the continuation of professionally oriented programs 
for college and university administrators in the Ed School. 
Furthermore, for those faculty and administrators requiring 
doctoral degrees, it might be advisable for academia to 
consider how to better give them access to existing doctoral 
programs through part-time coursework and evening classes 
than to create a separate degree program for them. The 
special institutes would remain under the jurisdiction of 
the President, Provost, or Academic Vice President, allowing 
for university-wide access to any such programs. 
What would happen to Higher Education programs under 
any of these scenarios? Higher Education programs would 
cease to exist as we know them. Perhaps some Higher 
Education faculty could continue to work with community 
college administrators and faculty - a natural constituency 
of Ed Schools. Other Higher Education faculty could join 
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the new research centers and/or the new professional 
institutes or professional school faculties. Others, less 
interested in higher education as a topic would remain 
within schools of education pursuing their own interests. 
However, what so many faculty and students have loved 
in existing Higher Education programs is the opportunity to 
participate in seminars centered on various topics related 
to higher education. Furthermore, a student can spend four 
or five years pursuing a doctorate, studying various topics 
and issues in higher education, while continuing as a 
college administrator. In my own case, knowing all that I 
now know about the difficulties facing Higher Education 
programs, I would still not trade my own experience for a 
Ph.D. in a "true academic discipline," because the very lack 
of structure and focus in my program, provided me with an 
opportunity to decide precisely what I wanted to study and 
with whom. I was able to work out answers to questions 
about higher education that had troubled me before entering 
the program and I also encountered a whole new set of 
questions that are still intriguing to me. Therefore, I 
would offer one last solution to the dilemma facing Higher 
Education programs: they should stop trying to be something 
they are not, celebrate the fact that anyone in higher 
education can and should study it, and they should relocate 
to an inter- disciplinary center, not only outside the Ed 
School, but outside any other school or department. The 
center would be both a "think tank" about university issues 
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open to scholars throughout academia, as well as a place for 
those graduate students who wished to pursue a doctorate in 
"Higher Education Studies” to do so. 
As promising as these centers are, I do realize, 
however, that politically it would be difficult to form them 
given that the academy is unlikely to change and that 
professors are territorial and new arrangements difficult to 
achieve. Existing Higher Education faculty may very well 
resist such a radical restructuring of Higher Education 
study. Nevertheless, the formation of such university-wide 
centers for the study of Higher Education is a goal that 
should not be abandoned in favor of easier, more politically 
palatable solutions. As we have seen, that course of action 
has only met with failure and frustration. 
There are undoubtedly other ways out of the impasse 
facing Higher Educators today. Whatever is done, however, 
should be done acknowledging that Higher Education is not an 
academic field of study and that all of academia has the 
right to study itself through a wide range of disciplinary 
perspectives. W. H. Cowley, the originator of Higher 
Education programs as we know them today, always 
acknowledged the difficulty, if not impossibility of 
locating Higher Education programs within Schools of 
Education, yet was unable to change that location. He also 
felt that college administrators ought not to have a 
doctorate in higher education, yet was unable to change that 
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as well. He and other Higher Educators settled for keeping 
their programs in existence, rather than losing their 
programs, by returning higher education study to the rest of 
academia. Yet, that is what has to be done. 
Let me make a final turn on what has been said: Higher 
Education is not an academic field and that is its saving 
grace. A field of study could limit discussion and thought 
about higher education, but the lack of such a field means 
that discussion is open. Many disciplines and perspectives 
may be used to approach the topic of higher education - and, 
in so doing, bring new ideas and concepts to re-thinking the 
purposes and meaning of a college education. 
Postlude 
Areas for further study include: 
1. A close examination of current college 
administrator training programs and institutes to 
see if there is indeed a worthwhile body of 
knowledge about the professional preparation of 
college and university administrators. Any 
further research should carefully examine what 
qualities a good administrator should possess, how 
these are unique to the needs of institutions of 
higher education, and how best an education can 
support the unfoldment of these qualities in 
college and university administrators. In short, 
there needs to be a thoughtful examination of the 
profession of college and university 
administration. 
2. A re-examination of college and university 
missions and purposes in light of global inter¬ 
dependence, including a study of new and 
alternative forms for higher education in the 
United States and other countries. 
3. A study of why the university holds on to such old 
forms and myths as faculty guilds, apprentice 
administrators and collegiality and what all that 
means for the further study of academia. 
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4. A closer examination of what past and present 
university-wide centers for the study of higher 
education have done. 
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